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PREFACE 
There has been very little evaluation of family life courses in the past 15 years. 
Although the evaluation before that time showed postive results, it would seem to be time 
for further research considering the changes in our society since the 1950's and 1960's. 
This is especially true in light of the continual rise in the divorce rate and the nation's 
renewed search for successful marriages. It is hoped that with this study the field of 
Family Life Education will begin to note whether family life courses really promote marital 
success. 
I have long been interested in marital success, and especially interested in helping 
young adults to strive toward marriages of quality and stability. I hope that this study will 
provide some insight as to how christian family classes at church-related colleges are 
affecting the students as they prepare for marriage. I also hope the study will provide 
some direction for improvements in family life education. 
I wish to express my sincere thanks to all the people who assisted me in my work at 
Oklahoma State University. The faculty provided me with some insights that will help me 
to be more effective both in my career as an educator and in the daily activities of life. 
In particular, I am especially grateful to my thesis adviser, Dr. Althea Wright, for 
her time, guidance, concern, and encouragement. I am also thankful to my committee 
chairman, Dr. Godfrey Ellis, and the other committee members, Dr. Margaret Callsen and 
Dr. Brent Snow, for their time, advisement, and encouragement. My thanks also goes to 
Dr. Jo Campbell for her willingness to help me with the statistical methods of the study 
and to Dr. Norman Durham for his special concern for my program. 
Special thanks are due the two instructors at Oklahoma Christian College, Dr. 
Raymond Kelcy and Dr. Lynn McMillon, who aided me in my study by providing me with 
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special help, encouragement, and class time for administering the instrument. Further 
thanks goes to Dr. McMillon for his teaching at the undergraduate level and for his 
friendship and encouragement to go on with graduate work. 
I am extremely grateful, also, to my parents for their continuing encouragement and 
support. I am especially thankful for their fmancial commitment which has provided my 
educational opportunities. 
My deepest appreciation is reserved for my husband, Bill, for his constant support, 
understanding, and encouragement to complete the work involved in this advanced degree. 
Special thanks for his time spent in computer work and proofreading for me at a time when 
he was also involved in writing his own dissertation. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Need for Research 
Education for family life has been in existence, at least informally, as long as the 
family has existed. Even when no formal lessons are taught, education takes place through 
example and role modeling (Christensen, 1958). In twentieth century America, however, 
education for family life became a movement, and eventually a recognized field of study 
and research. 
As family life education gained popularity and began to spread to the majority of 
colleges and universities in the United States, many researchers worked to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the courses being offered (Avery & Lee, 1964; Bardis, 1963; Crosby, 
1971; Duvall, 1965; Dyer, 1959; Finck, 1956; Gillies & Lastrucci, 1954; Moses, 1956). 
Only one of these studies (Bardis, 1963) was conducted at a church-related college. A 
quick glance at the dates of all of these studies shows that the. majority of research in 
effectiveness of family life education was conducted from the mid 1950's to the mid 
1960's. A minor amount of evaluative research was also conducted in the early 1970's. 
Since that time, the research in family life education has focused on other areas 
within the field and has not often evaluated the family life courses themselves. This is 
quite surprising considering the tremendous changes that have taken place in our society, 
in the family, and in college students since the mid 1960's. There are at least two possible 
explanations for the drop in interest in evaluating family life courses. It may be that after 
the more than 80 studies conducted in the 1950's and 1960's all indicated positive changes 
in the students who participated in the courses, researchers concluded that these courses 
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were indeed effective for the students of that time period and thus focused their research 
energy and money on more pressing matters. On the other hand, this decline in evaluative 
research may be related to the failure of reseachers to find a way to effectively predict 
marital success. This, however, is unlikely since, as Bowman (1952), Duvall (1965), 
Sporak:owski (1968), and Stinnett (1969) noted, studies of the effectiveness of family life 
courses and studies of marital prediction are not necessarily the same. In fact, very few of 
the evaluative studies of family life courses focused on marital prediction. 
Many changes have occurred in the America society and family since the majority of 
the evaluative research was conducted. Divorce rates and the median age at the time of first 
marriage have increased, while birth rates and average family size have decreased. The 
number of one parent families rose by 107% between 1970 and 1983. The percentage of 
women over 16 who are engaged in full-time employment outside the home rose from 
37.8% in 1960 to 53.7% in 1984. In addition to these changes within the family, the 
population has become more educated and more pro-establishment minded. The passing 
of the last 15 to 30 years has also seen a revival of feminism, desegregation, and a sexual 
revolution along with greater acceptance of the homosexual, legalized abortion, and "no 
fault" divorce laws. 
In a 1981 discussion of the effectiveness of the classroom as a vehicle for bringing 
about behavioral changes, Mace made a plea for more research: "We really need to know, 
with greater degree of precision than we do at present, to what extent our students are 
really learning for living" (p. 605). Indeed, it would seem to be appropriate to once again 
assess the effectiveness of family life courses in light of the new generation of college and 
university students who are coming into the courses from a very different society than did 
those students of the 1950's, 1960's, and early 1970's. 
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Statement of the Problem 
A major question in evaluating the effectiveness of family life courses is what effect 
those courses have on marital success (Longworth, 1953). The primary difficulty in 
answering this question comes in defining a successful marriage. While many laymen 
consider the intact marriage to be a successful marriage and are watching for a decrease in 
the divorce rate, family life educators place more emphasis on mental health, commitment, 
devotion, and relationships (Blood, 1962; Bowman, 1952; Byron, 1985; Christensen, 
1958; Keeler, 1962; Landis & Landis, 1968, Luckey & Neubeck, 1956). For now, there 
continues to be a lack of agreement on just exactly what does constitute a successful 
marriage. 
the job. They are failing, at least, on their portion of the large, long, and complicated job 
of preparing the young for the responsibilities of marriage and the family" (Byron, 1985, 
p. 25). With no current research to defend the effectiveness of family life education 
courses, the institutions of higher education can do little but shrug their shoulders and 
point to the research of the 1950's and 1960's for consolation. 
Obviously, there has been a lack of evaluative research in the past 15 years, as well · 
as a void in the study of marital readiness. In addition, the history of evaluative research is 
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especially lacking in the church-related institution, where the christian family courses are 
among the most popular. At this time, no evaluative research has been conducted to 
determine if, in fact, these family life education courses with a spiritual emphasis are 
effective in promoting positive change in marital readiness in the students participating in 
the course. It is these facts that provide the need for the study of the following research 
question: What is the effect of an undergraduate level "Christian Family" course on the 
marital readiness of those students participating in the course for one trimester? 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study is to assess the impact of the "Christian Family" 
course on the marital readiness of the participants in the course. The results of this study 
should provide information for effective curriculum evaluation and planning, and 
development of teaching strategies designed to provide the students with better preparation 
for marriage. 
While preparation for marriage is one of the purposes of christian family courses at 
religious institutions of higher education, no empirical study has been conducted to see if, 
in fact, the courses are significantly affecting marital readiness of the students and/or in 
what areas students are being impacted. The current study is designed to provide a basis 
for evaluation in order that courses can be more effectively planned in the future. 
Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses are formulated to provide specific direction to the current 
study. Each hypothesis is stated in null form following a brief discussion of the expected 
findings. A more complete review of literature as a background for these hypotheses is 
presented in Chapter II. 
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Hypothesis Number One 
Although the research was all conducted quite some time ago, several studies 
have been concerned with the effectiveness of family life courses (Bardis, 1963; Crosby, 
1971; Duvall, 1965; Finck, 1956; Gillis & Lastrucci, 1954; Moses, 1956). Some of these 
studies reported increases in knowledge (Bardis, Crosby, Gillis & Lastrucci), while others 
reported changes in attitude and personal adjustment (Duvall, Dyer, Crosby, Finck, Gillies 
& Lastrucci, Moses). In every report reviewed, the courses in family life were found to be 
effective in bringing about measurable changes. 
Three research studies reviewed (Bardis, 1963; Dyer, 1959; Moses, 1956) utilized a 
control group design. In every case, the experimental group made significantly greater 
gains than did the control group. 
With these reports in mind, it is expected that the marital readiness posttest scores of 
the students in the "Christian Family" class should increase significantly over their pretest 
scores. In addition, it is expected that the differences between pretest and posttest scores 
of marital readiness for the students in the "Christian Family" class should be significantly 
greater than those for the students not enrolled in the course. 
This research leads to hypothesis one: 
a) There is no significant difference between pretest and posttest scores of marital 
readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course and those students not enrolled in such a course. 
Hypothesis Number Two 
Moses, 1956, was the only researcher reviewed who reported differences between 
males and females in a pretest/posttest design. In her 1956 study, both the pretest and the 
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posttest scores of females were significantly higher than those of males. There was not, 
however, a significant difference between the gains of males and females. Bardis, 1963, 
also reported that the family life education seems to be an "equalizer" of knowledge across 
the sexes. 
Stinnett, Hall, and Walters (1973) reported that females scored higher in all four 
need categories of the RMC Index than did males. On the other hand, Sporakowski 
(1968) reported no significant relationship between marital preparedness and sex of the 
respondent. 
With the exception of the Sporakowski study, the past research would suggest that 
we might find a significant difference between the pretest scores of males and females as 
well as between their posttest scores. No significant difference is expected, however, in 
the change in scores of males and females. 
These background studies lead to hypothesis two: 
a) There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of marital readiness of 
males and females enrolled in a one~ trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There is no significant difference in the posttest scores of marital readiness of 
males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
c) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness of males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian 
Family" course. 
Hypothesis Number Three 
In addition to his statement that a family life education course was an "equalizer" of 
knowledge across the sexes, Bardis (1963) also found that to be true in regard to dating 
status. This was not true, however, of any other study. Sporakowski (1968) and Stinnett 
(1969) both found marital readiness scores to be significantly related to courtship stage, 
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with those respondents who were closer to marriage reporting a higher degree of marital 
readiness. Moses (1956) also found courtship status to be related to the gains in learning 
derived from a family life course. She noted that those students who were engaged made 
significantly greater gains than did those going steady, those going steady made 
significantly greater gains than did those dating often, and those dating often made 
significantly greater gains than did those dating less often. 
In the current study, as well, it is expected that there may be a significant difference 
in marital readiness scores and in gains in marital readiness scores between students in 
various stages of courtship. Those students who are closest to marriage are expected to 
make the highest prescores and postscores. Likewise, those students who are engaged are 
expected to make the greatest gains, while those who are not dating are expected to make 
the smallest gains. 
These studies lead to hypothesis three: 
a) There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of marital readiness of 
students in various stages of courtship (not dating, dating several, dating one not 
seriously, dating steady, engaged) enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There is no significant difference in posttest scores of marital readiness of 
students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
c) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness of students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
Hypothesis Number Four 
A fmal indication of past research is that there may be a difference in the gains made 
in different areas tested. Bardis (1963), who was only testing for gains in sex knowledge, 
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noted a significant increase in that knowledge during a one-semester course. Gillies and 
Lastrucci studied changes in both knowledge and attitude. In their 1954 study of college 
juniors, they reported that there were changes in both, but the changes in knowledge were 
appreciably greater than the changes in attitude. Crosby (1971) also combined the two in 
his study, but separated attitude into two categories. He found a significant increase in 
knowledge and in positive attitude toward self, but a positive yet nonsignificant gain in 
attitude toward family life. 
Although they did not conduct a pretest/posttest experiment, Stinnett, Hall, and 
Walters (1973) reported that the subscores in the four need areas covered by the RMC 
Index indicated a difference in readiness between those specific need areas. In their study, 
the students felt most prepared to fulfill the need of "love" in a future mate, and least 
prepared to fulfill the need of "personality fulfillment." This, along with the research 
studies noted in the previous paragraph, indicates that there should be a significant 
difference between the subscores on both pretests and posttests, and that there should be a 
significantly greater gain in some need areas than in others as is measured by the RMC 
Index. There is not enough past research, however, to predict which need areas will show 
the greatest gain. 
This research background leads to hypothesis four: 
a) There are no significant differences in pretest subscores, in the four need areas 
(love, personality fulfillment, respect, communication) covered by the RMC, of students 
enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There are no significant differences in posttest subscores, in the four need areas 
covered by the RMC, of students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
c) There are no significant differences in the change between pretest and posttest 
subscores, between the four need areas covered by the RMC, of students enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
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Variables 
The independent variable for the first three hypotheses is group membership. 
Groups will be determined in three different ways corresponding to those three 
hypotheses. The first grouping based on the primary research objective is to compare the 
changes in marital readiness scores collected from two subgroups of respondents. One 
subgroup will be drawn from the "Christian Family" course at a church-related college. 
The second subgroup will be drawn from another general education course at that same 
college. Other groupings for analysis will be based on sex and dating status. The 
independent variable for the fourth hypothesis is "need area" as measured by the Readiness 
for Marital Competence Index. 
The dependent variable for which data will be collected and analyzed for the first 
three hypotheses is the marital readiness score that the respondents will provide using the 
Readiness for Marital Competence Index (Stinnett, 1969) and the Marital Preparedness 
Instrument (Sporakowski, 1968). The dependent variable for the fourth hypothesis is 
subscores of respondents on the Readiness for Marital Competence Index. 
Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions 
The following factors delimit the study: 
(1) Only one church-related school was included in the study. This school 
was in the state of Oklahoma. These findings are applicable to other 
institutions only in so far as this institution is representative of the other 
institutions of its type. 
(2) Only one type of family life education course, the "Christian Family", 
was included in this study. The findings of this study are only applicable to 
this type of course. 
(3) The majority of students involved in the study were college juniors and 
seniors. The findings of this study, therefore, should only be applied to 
students in similar developmental stages. 
This study will be limited by the following factors: 
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(1) The extent to which the samples of students drawn from the "Christian 
Family" classes are representative of the entire population of junior and senior 
students. 
(2) The extent to which the samples of students drawn from the second 
general education course are representative of the entire population of junior 
and senior students. 
(3) The extent to which the Marital Preparedness Instrument (MPI) and the 
Readiness for Marital Competence Index (RMC) adequately measure marital 
readiness. 
( 4) The ability of the respondents to identify their marital readiness by 
completing the MPI and the RMC. 
(5) The extent to which the respondents report their true feelings on the MPI 
and the RMC. Since there is no penalty involved, students could report what 
they think their feelings should be rather than what their feelings actually are. 
The following asssumptions were necessary in order to conduct the study: 
(1) That the MPI and the RMC truly measure marital readiness. 
(2) That respondents will be able to understand and report their true feelings 
at the time of questioning. 
(3) That the study of marital readiness is a significant study because it has 
been shown to be related to marital success. 
(4) That the students enrolled in "Christian Family" at Oklahoma Christian 
College in the Spring Trimester, 1986, are representative of all classes of 
"Christian Family" at Oklahoma Christian College. 
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Definitions 
There are a few terms which need to be defined at this point in order that the reader 
may understand these terms in much the same way as does the researcher. Those terms 
include the following: 
Marital Readiness: a) Sporakowski --preparedness expressed in terms of 
self-perceptions and expectations relating to roles in marriage (1968); b) Stinnett-- the 
degree to which an individual is prepared to identify and meet the basic emotional needs of 
a marriage partner (1969); c) Operationally defined as the sum of the scores from the 
MPI and the RMC. 
Family Life Education: A field of study which includes education and research in 
various areas of family life. FLE is especially concerned with strengthening the family. 
"Christian Family": A family life education course offered at Oklahoma Christian 
College with an emphasis on the spiritual aspect of family life. 
Summary and Overview 
This study was designed to study the effects of a "Christian Family" course on the 
marital readiness of the students in the course. The results of this study are expected to 
have implications for curriculum evaluation and development, and teaching methods. A 
problem was stated, variables were identified, and hypotheses were formulated in order to 
provide a framework for this study. The findings that were expected, based on the review 
of literature, were also discussed. 
Beginning with Chapter II, the ideas presented in this introductory chapter will be 
more fully developed and discussed. Chapter II is a literature review made up of four 
major sections. The chapter begins with a discussion of some of the changes in American 
society and family life that have taken place in the last 15 to 30 years. The second section 
completes the historical background of the study with a discussion of the history and 
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development of family life education. The chapter continues with an exploration of 
. marriage preparatory classes and ends with a look at marital readiness as a specific part of 
marriage preparation. 
Chapter ill includes a discussion of the methods and procedures utilized in this 
study. A detailed description of the sample and the courses involved in the research is 
given. Also included is an explanation of the survey instrument, the data collection 
methods, and the statistical methods used for evaluation of the hypotheses. 
The results of the study along with discussion and analysis are presented in Chapter 
IV. There are five major divisions in this chapter, the first four each relating to one of the 
hypotheses of the study, and the fifth discussing additional findings. Within each of the 
first four divisions, three major sections exist The first section is devoted to reporting the 
findings. The second section provides a discussion of the findings. The third section in 
each division summarizes the results for the hypothesis. 
Chapter V begins with a summary of the procedures and findings of the study. A 
synopsis of the major findings along with conclusions and recommendations of the 
researchers complete the paper. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
A review of the literature that is related to this study revealed four major themes and 
provides a theoretical base for the current study. First, some major changes which have 
taken place in the society and the family during the last 15 to 30 years are noted. Second, 
the history and development of family life education is discussed. These sections provide 
the historical background for this study. Third, the specific area of marriage preparatory 
courses is explored. Specific research and the relationship of marriage preparation and 
marital success is noted. Finally, marital readiness as a specific part of marriage 
preparation is given special emphasis. This section attempts to establish the importance of 
marital readiness to marital success. Previous studies of the effectiveness of family life 
courses are reviewed. 
Familial and Societal Chan&es 
The American family, as a part of American society, is continually undergoing 
changes. A study of documents such as The World Almanac and Book of Facts and the 
Statistical Abstract of the United States presents almost endless sets of numbers which 
indicate the extent of those changes. Historians such as Christopher Lasch (1977) would 
suggest that none of these changes is totally new and that they all are in some way related 
to each other. 
As far as they may be from describing the emotional and attitudinal changes of the 
population, statistics are one fairly concrete way of noting changes that occur. Some of 
those found in the resource books mentioned above which may be relevant to this study are 
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presented in the following paragraphs along with the reactions of several authors and 
researchers. 
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One change that most people are aware of, and that family life educators are asked to 
explain, is the increase in the divorce rate. Between 1955 and 1985 the divorce rate almost 
continually increased. In 1955 the divorce rate was 2.3 per 1000 persons. By 1965 that 
rate had increased to 2.5, and it continued to increase to 4.8 in 1975 and 5.0 in 1985. 
Now there is approximately one divorce for every two marriages (Cox, 1981). In 
connection with the rising divorce rate, the number of one parent families rose by 108% 
between 1970 and 1985. In 1980, 20% of all American children lived with only one 
parent. It is estimated that 33% of those children born in 1970, and 45% of the children 
born in 1985 will live with a single parent for some time period before they reach the age 
of 18. 
Researchers are not yet sure of the results of the rising divorce rate and the 
subsequent increase in single parent families. At one time considered a totally negative 
situation, divorce is now becoming accepted as a reasonable lifestyle. There are now 
arguments for getting a divorce rather than remaining in a "stale" or "strained" marital 
relationship. There remain, however, the continuing arguments that the parents should 
stay married for the sake of the children. At this point there is little consensus among 
researchers as to the impact of divorce. Most researchers seem to agree that there is some 
impact, however, on all parties involved, including the children, and that the impact is a 
combination of positive and negative factors (Coleman, 1984; Cox, 1981; Hart, 1982; 
Rice, 1983). 
The reasons for the increase in the divorce rate are also mixed, but several factors 
have been suggested to be closely related to this increase. These include the changing role 
of women, changing divorce laws, and rising marital expectations (Coleman; Cox; Griffitt 
& Hatfield, 1985; Rice). According to Coleman and Rice, the rising marital expectations 
come primarily from an increased emphasis on the individual. As late as the 1950's, 
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marriages were formed primarily for three purposes: meeting sexual needs, rearing 
children, and providing for economic needs. Today people are marrying to meet the needs 
for companionship, emotional support, friendship, and romantic love (Coleman). In 
traditional marriage, the purpose of the husband and the wife was to serve the marriage, 
while in new marriage, the purpose of the marriage is to serve the needs of the husband 
and wife (Rice). If the needs of one or both partners are not being met as expected, the 
marriage is often dissolved and the search for a new relationship begins. Often the high 
expectations are taken into a second marriage and are not met there either. As a result, the 
divorce rate for second and subsequent marriages rises with the number of times the 
individuals were married before (Coleman; Cox; Griffitt & Hatfield; Rice). The remaining 
two changes listed above as relating to the increase in the divorce rate are discussed further 
in later paragrahs. 
During this time period not only did the divorce rate increase, but the marriage rate 
increased as well. The marriage rate rose from 9.3 per 1000 in 1955 to 10.2 per 1000 in 
1985. In addition, in 1960, 76.4% of males and 71.6% of females were married while 2% 
of males and 2.9% of females were divorced. By 1984, only 65.8% of males and 60.8% 
of females were married while 6.1% of males and 8.3% of females were divorced. The 
median age at first marriage increased from 22.8 years for males and 20.3 years for 
females in 1960 to 25.5 years for males and 23.3 years for females in 1985. 
Another major change in society and in the family has resulted from the increased 
number of women in the work force. In 1950,33.9% of women over 16 were employed 
full-time. This number rose to 37.8% in 1960,46.4% in 1975, and 54.7% in 1985. The 
largest increase in recent years has been in mothers of preschool children. In 1960, 18.6% 
of married mothers with children under 6 years of age were employed outside the home. 
By 1985 that number had increased to 53.4%. In addition, 53.2% of those mothers who 
were separated from their spouse, and 67.5% of those divorced, with children under 6 
years of age, were employed in 1985. "These data, perhaps more than any other, suggest 
how fundamentally the roles of women have evolved in recent years" (Hayes & 
Kamerman, 1983, p. 130). 
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Here again, researchers are divided as to the direction and the degree of the impact of 
this change on the woman, the children, the marriage and the family. There does, 
however, seem to be a general consensus that some impact is there. In fact, in a poll 
conducted in 1981, Daniel Yankelovich (1981) found that norms concerning whether 
wives should work outside the home had been reversed within a single generation. Now, 
rather than the working mother feeling guilty, it is often the mother who chooses to remain 
at home who experiences the most guilt (Coleman, 1984; Fasciano, 1985; Levine, 1985; 
Pistrang, 1984). Other changes that have been brought about partially by the changing role 
of women are a change in marital power and more power struggles in marriage, and a 
change in parenting styles which are influenced by the work environment (Voydanoff, 
1984). 
The reports of the effects of the working mother on her children are mixed, with 
some researchers reporting increases in self-esteem (Rice, 1983; Shreve, 1984), and others 
reporting increases in problems such as juvenile delinquency (Coleman, 1984; Cox, 1981; 
Hayes & Kamerman, 1983). One effect about which there can be little doubt is the 
increased number of children at home alone during the day -- "latch-key" kids. According 
to Coleman (1984), there are an estimated 4 million latch-key kids in America today. 
While some women go to work for economic reasons and others return to work for 
emotional reasons, the increased numbers of women in the work force are causing some 
people to wonder about the future of the family. "Few social scientists think the family is 
going to disappear. However, the lower birth rates and increased labor force participation 
of women will almost certainly continue to change their personal rewards, their power 
relationships, their role expectations, and ultimately perhaps the definition and prevalence 
of marriage" (Voydanoff, 1984 ). 
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Related to the change in the role of women is the decrease in average family size. In 
1955, the average number of persons per household was 3.34. By 1983, this number had 
decreased to 2. 73. Partially as a result of the decrease in family size, the American 
population is also getting older. In 1955, the birth rate was 25 per 1000 population, while 
the death rate was 9.3 per 1000. By 1983, the birth rate had decreased to 15.5 per 1000 
and the death rate was 8.6 per 1000. 
Not only has the number of children per family decreased, but the influence of 
parents on those children has decreased as well. This is partially due to time pressures, 
advancing technology and the resulting electronic environment, and the increased emphasis 
on the individual. More hours at work, and more hours in front of the television or the 
computer have squeezed "family time" into smaller and smaller units. In addition, 
Yankelovich (1981, p. 72) found in his survey of contemporary Americans that parents 
today "expect to make fewer sacrifices for their children than did parents in the past." One 
result is a loss of influence of the parent on the child. "Even as recently as twenty years 
ago, young people rated parents as the primary influence in their lives, but today a child's 
beliefs and values are determined to a greater extent by friends and peer group members 
than by parents" (Johnson, 1981). 
Educational achievement has been on the increase in the United States during the last 
25 years. In 1960, 41.1% of those Americans 25 years of age and older had completed 4 
years of high school or more. At that time 7. 7% had also completed 4 years of college or 
more. In 1984, however, 73.3% of those Americans 25 years of age and older had 
completed 4 years of high school or more, while 19.1% had completed 4 years of college 
or more. Even with this increased emphasis on educational achievement, however, the 
pleasures oflife often take precedent. According to Coleman (1984), Americans spend 
more on tobacco, alcohol, and beauty treatments than on their children's education. 
Other trends which occurred between 1955 and 1985 include a revival of feminism 
and the "sexual revolution." Along with these has come the realization of"no fault" 
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divorce laws in 47 states, greater acceptance of the homosexual, and legalized abortion. 
According to Griffitt and Hatfield (1985), premarital intercourse has increased steadily 
over the past two decades. Along with this has come an increase in the number of teenage 
pregnancies and teenage parents. 
The anti-establishment "hippies" are now the parents of today's pro-establishment 
"yuppie" college students. This time period has also brought the VietNam War, 
desegregation, and the passing of the "me" generation. All of these changes and trends, 
working together, have created a society that would seem quite different to the average 
American than that of 30 or even 15 years ago. There can be little doubt that the college 
student of 1986 has a somewhat different background than the college student of 1955 to 
1970 (Coleman, 1984; Cox, 1983; Griffitt & Hatfield, 1985; Rice, 1983). 
Family Life Education 
DevelQpment of the field. 
"Although family life education, by that name, is primarily a product of 
mid-twentieth century America, in various of its forms it is at least as old as written 
history. The Bible as well as the works of the early Mediterranean and far eastern 
philosophers are replete with advice regarding the rearing of the young and the role of the 
family within the state" (Gaylin, 1981, p. 51). 
As noted by Gay lin, family life education is probably as old as the family itself. In 
twentieth century America, however, family life education has become a formalized and 
recognized movement 
In a very real sense, there has always been need for marriage and family life 
education. The difference today is that there is less informal training provided by the 
culture itself and that other socio-cultural changes have added new problems to be 
solved. Here are the major arguments. 
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1. An important institution is in trouble. 
2. Modem complexities make for added confusion and tension. 
3. Instinct and tradition are insufficient guides. 
4. Less preparation is provided by the family itself. 
5. Today's goals are different and more difficult than formerly. 
(Christensen, 1958, pp. 4-7) 
In the early 1900's, educators began to recognize the need for formal education for 
family life. As early as 1894 a course in marriage preparation was offered by Barnard 
College. However, the first credit-giving college-level family life course began February 
4, 1924. That course was offered by Boston University and taught by Ernest R. Groves 
(Groves, 1941; Womble, 1966). 
Fro~ the early preparatory classes has grown an entire field of study. Through the 
years family life education (FLE) has experienced the normal growing pains of a 
developing discipline. Research has been conducted, definitions and goals have been 
defined and redefined, and the very effectiveness of FLE has been questioned and 
defended. 
The greatest majority of the research assessing the need for and effectiveness of FLE 
was conducted in the 1950's and early 1960's. There are at least two possible 
explanations for the drop in interest in evaluating family life courses. It may be that after 
the more than 80 studies conducted in the 1950's and 1960's all indicated positive changes 
in the students who participated in the courses, researchers concluded that these courses 
were indeed effective for the students of that time period and thus focused their research 
energy and money on more pressing matters. On the other hand, this decline in evaluative 
research may be related to the failure ofreseachers to fmd a way to effectively predict 
marital success. This, however, is unlikely since, as Bowman (1952), Duvall (1965), 
Sporak:owski (1968), and Stinnett (1969) noted, studies of the effectiveness of family life 
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courses and studies of marital prediction are not necessarily the same. In fact, very few of 
the evaluative studies of family life courses have focused on marital prediction. 
Since the early 1970's, the research in FLE has focused on the many areas of FLE 
rather than the effectiveness of the field itself. With the continually changing American 
family, however, along with the growing field of FLE, further investigation of the 
effectiveness is appropriate. 
Family life education has long been seen by many as valuable and consistent with 
the entire education process in America. A task force for the National Council on Family 
Relations noted that "building strength in individuals and families is an underlying goal of 
·much of United States education and services" (1968, p. 211). This is a goal ofFLE as 
well. Gaylin (1971) went a step further suggesting that all education is and should be 
family life education. While it is true that education for family life is much bigger than the 
field of FLE, this paper will be primarily concerned with formal programs in FLE. 
Goals. objectives. and definitions. 
Many definitions and goals of FLE have surfaced through the years. Some of them 
introduce new concepts while others refine the old ones. In order to better understand the 
study at hand, however, a review of those goals and definitions is appropriate. 
In 1966, the American Social Health Association defmed FLE as "a body of 
knowledge and an active process as well-- includes what we know, feel, and do as family 
members. In other words, family life education deals primarily with the behavior of 
people not merely as individuals but as members of a family and of other groups" 
(Somerville, 1971, p. 18). Gaylin took a somewhat looser approach in his definition, 
stating that "family life education is a myriad of lifelong educational opportunities at each 
developmental phase" (1971, p. 515). 
No matter which type of definition is preferred, relationships are seen as the "crux" 
of FLE (Christensen, 1958; Kerckhoff, 1964). This fact is noted in the various statements 
of the goals of FLE. In 1968, an NCFR task force stated that the main purpose of FLE is 
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"to help individuals and families learn what is known about human growth, development, 
and behavior in the family setting throughout the life cycle" (p. 211). This was a 
refinement of Luckey's goal statement of 1965 -- "It is the mature individual, able to feel 
genuine concern for the welfare of others, eager to and capable of establishing an intimate 
and permanent relationship with others, and desirous of creating and rearing children" 
(p. 687). In 1984, Arcus further defined the major goal to be "to develop the potentials of 
individuals for their present and their future family roles and, through such education, to 
promote individual and family well-being" (p. 151). 
Obviously, the goals of FLE assume that the students are presently members of 
families and wllllikely continue to be family members in the future. The realization of 
those goals, or the real hope ofFLE, is that the students will put in to practice the things 
they learn through education for family life (Mace, 1981 ). "Any valid system of teaching 
aims at a radical alteration of the student's deeper patterns of behavior and not merely at his 
acceptance of supposedly valuable precepts on a shallow level" (Bee, 1952, p. 97). 
The aim, then, of the field of family life education is to be a field of study focused 
on prevention. 
We do not have to wait until people develop symptoms when we are in the process 
of repair, which is commonly called therapy. If we want to, through good family 
education we can enrich and prevent through education. Then we will not need as 
much repair. (Satir, 1975, p. 8) 
Educators have identified several objectives of family life education, including : (a) 
giving students a broad knowledge of the family relations field, (b) increasing students' 
understanding of society's attitudes about the family, (c) increasing students' competency 
in relating to others, and (d) increasing students' understanding of the opposite sex 
(Avery, Ridley, Leslie, & Handis, 1979). In 1971, Crosby found that FLE was meeting 
these objectives through a one semester course for adolescents. 
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The foremost implication of the study ... is that family life education ... acquaints 
students with the developmental aspects of human growth and development, sexual 
functioning, dating, mate selection, marital interaction, and familial relationships, 
and in addition, may serve as a means whereby the student acquires a more realistic 
and positive self-image. (p. 139) 
Other studies (eg. Behlmer, 1961; McFadden, 1981; Moses, 1956) have also indicated that 
the goals and objectives ofFLE are being met through specific educational experiences, 
and that students are impacted individually by the family relations courses. 
In spite of these studies, the numerous studies mentioned later in this discussion, 
and the many other "successful" studies concerning family life education, historian 
Christopher Lasch (1977) argued that there is no program which significantly impacts the 
student and ultimately the family. He stated that the family is merely a victim of society 
and industry and will change only as these larger groups dictate. It was his belief that 
these "successful" empirical studies only created false hope within students and people 
helpers such as family life educators, and in fact had very little if any value. 
On the one hand, Lasch makes a good point. There is no guarantee that family life 
education courses or any other program will indeed have a positive impact on each and 
every individual. In fact, empirical studies such as those reviewed in this paper show that 
while some individuals indicate a positive change from various educational experiences, 
others indicate no change or even a negative impact from those experiences. On the other 
hand, the studies reviewed in this paper indicate that the majority of the individuals 
involved in various family life education programs are impacted in a positive way by those 
programs. Therefore, Lasch's argument must be considered, but it must be considered in 
light of the evidence of empirical research which has indicated that family life education 
courses do have a positive impact on students as a group. 
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Effectiveness. 
While the actual benefit ofFLE courses has been continually questioned through the 
years, family life educators have stood fast their ground. Avery and Lee (1964) indicated 
that while some critics have argued that FLE courses are so functional that they have little 
academic value, others argue that the classroom situation limits the functionality of the 
courses. After a thorough survey of family life educators, Avery and Lee defended the 
academic as well as the functional value of FLE while noting the dangers of both. In 
response to that survey of family life educators, David Mace, at that time Executive · 
Director of the American Association of Marriage Counselors, further discussed those 
dangers of extremes while defending the value of FLE. 
I think in the field of family life education we have made a mistake, under pressure 
of short term demands, in allowing this field to become almost completely 
functional. We have been pressurized into trying to sell high school courses in the 
expectation that they would cut down sexual promiscuity and premarital pregnancy; 
and college courses in the expectation that they would greatly increase the marital 
happiness of the students concerned I'm quite sure that good family life education 
can do these things. But if we make these the sole criteria to justify such education, 
two embarrassing consequences follow. First we virtually remove such courses 
from the field of academic content, and make them good mass counseling projects, 
whereas there is in fact quite a good deal of highly important academic content about 
marriage and the family that does have a proper place in the broad field of 
education. 
The second trap into which we fall is that the classroom is really a limited 
vehicle for the functional operation. Intensive personal counseling and guidance, if 
we could afford to provide it, would be much better. So if our emphasis is wholly 
functional, what we are in effect saying is that we are offering a cheap substitute for 
a comprehensive counseling program, until such time as this can be made· available. 
(Avery & Lee, 1964, p. 34) 
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\Vhile critics question FLE courses and argue against their effectiveness, alumni 
suggest a different picture. In a 1956 study by Moses, married alumni were asked to 
respond to a questionnaire concerning a specific course in family relationships. In addition 
to completing the questionnaire, a large number of those alumni voluntarily stated that 
"Family Relationships 130" had proven to be the most valuable course they had ever taken 
while in college. Of graduates surveyed in a similar study by Behlmer (1961), 48.3% of 
the respondents said the course had been highly useful in everyday living, 40.2% said that 
they regularly applied the information they had received in the course to their present life, 
and 67.6% stated that the information they received in the course would not have been 
received from any other source. 
Indeed, "young people believe that instruction in marriage and family living is 
highly desirable .... Their recommendations tend to center around problems of 
human relations rather than material resources. They ask for.a realistic consideration 
of sex, premarriage problems, accord in family relationships, and family economics" 
(Drummond, 1942, p. 4). 
Family life educators and young people are not alone in their desire for the 
continuation of effective education for family life. Better family life leads to development 
of attitudes, values, and techniques of cooperation needed for effective social action, more 
success and less problem behavior in school, and vocational efficiency. Because of these 
ramifications of FLE, teachers, employers, and community leaders are all interested in 
seeing it continue. They all have much to gain if education for marriage and family life can 
be made more effective and truly result in better family life (Drummond, 1942). 
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Through past experience we have come to realize that the essential content of family 
life education is the mastery of those arts, skills, and wisdoms that make for good 
family living. "Good" being defined as that which produces growth for the 
individual, for the family unit, and consequently for society as a whole. (Luckey, 
1978, p. 71) 
Marriage Preparation and Marital Success 
While various types ofFLE courses are popular, college students seem particularly 
interested in marriage preparation courses or those courses which include units in marriage 
preparation. "Whenever and wherever a functional marriage course is made available and 
is taught by acceptable personnel, students tend to flock to it .... There is no doubt about 
the need for marriage education and student interest in it .... Sooner or later, most 
schools which profess to meet student needs in education for life will incorporate marriage 
education into the curriculum" (Bowman, 1952, p. 258-259). 
With nine out of ten Americans getting married, some family life educators have 
insisted that marriage preparation courses are second in importance only to English usage 
courses (Bowman, 1952; Womble, 1966). Perhaps because of the great importance placed 
on this area of FLE, marriage preparation courses have fallen under tremendous scrutiny 
through the years. Lantz (1953) indicated that the biggest problem with marriage education 
is that the instructors try to cover too much with too little expertise. In addition, he argued 
that marriage courses cover areas of common sense, familiar materials, or easily acquirable 
materials which is apt to result in boredom. According to Bowman and Womble, this final 
argument is unfounded. 
Lantz suggested that marriage education should be concerned with sources of 
difficulties and how to cope with those difficulties. This idea is in keeping with the 
prevention focus of the field and is evident in his statement of the two major objectives of 
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marriage preparation courses: "(1) to sensitize the student to those areas in which (very 
often unrecognized) values are to be had, and (2) to sensitize him to those areas in which 
interpersonal difficulties may be encountered" (Lantz, 1953, p. 118). In 1965, Duvall 
expanded on this statement of objectives. 
The objectives of marriage education are usually stated in terms of knowledge -- of 
facts, behavior, social norms, expectations, and principles; of attitudes -- toward 
self, others, sex, love, marriage, family; of competence in interpersonal relations 
and specific skills predictive of success; and values-- in line with personal identity 
and marital integrity. (p. 179) 
In spite of honorable objectives, and along with incredible popularity, has come 
tremendous criticism of marriage preparation courses. Here again, family life educators 
defend their existence. 
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People often ask: "Do students who take marriage courses have fewer divorces than 
those who do not?" The divorce rate is a false criterion of success. To attempt to 
evaluate a marriage course by the divorce rate of alumni would be similar to 
evaluating a hygiene course by the death rate of alumni or a social science course by 
the incidence of alumni crime. (Bowman, 1952, p. 262) 
"Education for ~age cannot work miracles, but it can make a difference, and it does" 
(Duvall, 1965, p. 183). 
Problems in evaluation. 
A major problem in evaluating the marriage preparation course in relation to marital 
success lies in the definition of a "successful marriage" (Longworth, 1953). As Bowman 
noted, many laymen measure success by the divorce rate of the alumni. Family life 
educators, on the other hand, tend to consider other factors such as mental health, 
commitment, devotion, and relationships (Blood, 1962; Byron, 1985; Christensen, 1958; 
Keeler, 1962; Landis & Landis, 1968; Luckey & Neubeck, 1956). 
Family life educators ~concerned with the succ~ss and stability of the marriages of 
their students. Byron (1985) stated, "My concern is with the preparation of persons, as 
persons, for the marriage commitment. ... My assumption is that family stability rests on 
the strength of the marriage commitment" (p. 27). 
While that statement indicates the concerns of most family life educators, it also 
notes a second problem in evaluation of the "success" of marriage preparation courses. 
The second problem is persons -- individuals. 
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Marital success is dependent upon both people and circumstances-- upon the quality 
of the persons who enter it and upon the nature of the environment that surrounds it. 
But the most crucial of these two is people, for they are the very elements of society 
and the only sources from which initiative for social change can come. If marriage 
and family living are to be improved, it will be because of the insights and efforts of 
individuals, first as applied to themselves and their own families and second as 
applied to society generally in the building of a better environment. (Christensen, 
1958, p. 20) 
Blood (1962) also noted the importance of the individual, suggesting that marital success 
depends on both partners and their ability to devote themselves to each other. 
Once again, however, family life educators do believe that education can make a 
difference in marital success. This difference comes through an increased knowledge and 
understanding. Research has shown that individuals who are able to more accurately 
evaluate themselves and who have more realistic expectations of marriage are most likely to 
achieve greater marital success and happiness (Landis & Landis, 1968). Reuben Hill 
believed that this truly is a result of marriage education and he stated this clearly in a paper 
read at the Social Scientists' Advisory Meeting in 1960: 
Persons who have had marriage education are somewhat more realistic in their 
anticipation of problems and in their general marriage expectation. Marriage 
education also seems to result in an ability to verbalize somewhat more freely about 
marriage, its problems, solutions, and nature. Marriage becomes objectified, a 
vocabulary is learned along with some concepts and principles. (Duvall, 1965) 
In addition, in spite of the tremendous obstacles to evaluation of the effectiveness of 
marriage education, some family life educators believe it can and should be done. Bee 
(1952) noted two main aspects of the evaluation problem. First is the teacher's evaluation 
of the student through various testings and observations. Second is the student's personal 
evaluation through self-observation and understanding. The present study is consistent 
with the second aspect listed by Bee as the researcher encourages the student in self 
evaluation through the use of a survey instrument. 
In spite of the difficulties in defining marital success, most family life educators as 
well as laymen would probably agree that one important factor in marital success is the 
quality of the relationship within a marriage. Landis and Landis (1968) stated: 
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Many things affect the quality of the relationship within a marriage. The personality 
traits of the husband and wife, and their family backgrounds, are major factors. 
Their conceptions of marriage, what it will require of them, and what they hope to 
receive from it, will also significantly affect their happiness in marriage. Their 
attitudes toward marriage and their ability to cooperate unselfishly will carry more 
weight over the years than will how much in love they are at the start. (p. 3) 
Because of the importance placed on attitudes and unselfishness by family life educators, it 
is appropriate to consider how these might actually be affected by a family life course. It is 
the effect of a "Christian Family" course on attitudes and unselfishness as measured by 
marital readiness instruments that is the primary focus of this study 
Marital Readiness 
If there is one primary goal for marriage preparation courses, it is getting the student 
ready for marriage. In spite of this fact, very little research has been.conducted in the area 
of marital readiness. While marital readiness includes various aspects of individual 
development, most family life educators agree that it is first and foremost emotional 
maturity (Blood, 1962; Keeler, 1962; Landis, 1965; Landis & Landis, 1968; Levy & 
Munroe, 1938; Sporakowski, 1968; Stinnett, 1969). 
Many definitions of emotional maturity have been developed and promoted. There 
are, however, several commonalities to the majority of the definitions. First, the 
emotionally mature individual is able to see oneself and others objectively. He/she is able 
to look beyond feelings to the facts ~d to act on those facts. Second, the emotionally 
mature individual is able to establish and maintain personal relationships. In addition, 
he/she can act with empathy and responsibility within those relationships. Finally, the 
emotionally mature individual exibits stability, both in relationships and in attitudes. 
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Levy and Munroe were among the first to recognize the importance of emotional 
maturity to marital adjustment and success. In their book The Happy Family, published in 
1938, they made the following statement: "Emotional readiness for marriage is much more 
important than any particular personality traits -- persons who have the proper mental 
attitude toward marriage can adjust together" (p. 43). 
In the 1960's, three other researchers expressed an interest in marital readiness and a 
few research studies were conducted in the 1960's and early 1970's (Keeler, 1962; 
Sporakowski, 1968; Stinnett, 1969; Stinnett, Hall, & Walters, 1973; Stinnett & Pyles, 
1977). Keeler developed the Marriage Readiness Rating Scale (MRRS) for her research. 
This scale was developed primarily for evaluation of high school females and included 
statements in three basic areas-- (1) physical, social, and emotional maturity, (2) skills and 
abilities of getting along with people, (3) homemaking skills and abilities. Keeler noted 
that the main purpose of the scale was to help the student realize the importance of maturity 
in all areas. 
Sporakowski was the next researcher to develop an instrument for evaluating marital 
readiness. His efforts resulted in the development of the Marital Preparedness Instrument 
(MPI) for use with single, unengaged college students. The purpose of his 1968 study 
was to discover whether there is a relationship between marital readiness, marital 
prediction, and adjustment. His research indicated that there is indeed a significant 
relationship between marital readiness and prediction of marital success, but that they are 
not necessarily the same variable. The present study assumes from this that marital 
readiness is important for marital success. 
Stinnett was also interested in marital readiness and its relationship to success in 
marriage. It was his conviction that "youth who are prepared to fulfill the needs of love, 
personality fulfillment, respect, and communication in a future mate have already 
established a strong foundation for later marital success" (1969, p. 683). To conduct 
research in this area, Stinnett developed the Readiness for Marital Competence Index 
(RMC) It, too, was developed for use with the unmarried college student. 
Although Sporakowski included some items dealing with abilities on his MPI, the 
majority deal with attitudes. The 36 items of the RMC Index represent the four need 
categories of love, respect, communication, and personality fulftllment. Both 
Sporakowski and Stinnett emphasized the relationship of emotional maturity and 
unselfishness to marital readiness and marital success. 
Readiness further defined. 
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There has been very little discussion of marital readiness in the marriage and family 
literature. As has been noted, the majority of that discussion considers the primary aspect 
of readiness to be maturity, but that definition is too vague for a reasonable understanding 
of marital readiness. Stinnett (1969) expanded the definition of marital readiness as he 
related it to marital competence. He defmed marital competence as "the ability to perform 
marital roles in such a manner as to fulfill in the mate certain important needs involved in 
the marital relationship" (p. 683). Success in marriage then, is greatly dependent on the 
individual's readiness to perform those roles. 
Especially in Stinnett's work, an emphasis on the "other" is noted. Rather than 
emphasizing the importance of selecting the right partner, Stinnett emphasized being the 
right partner. Further, he suggested that the way to be the right partner is to "identify and 
seek to meet the needs of the mate" (1969, p. 683). According to Stinnett, there are four 
basic needs -- love, personality fulfillment, respect, and communication. For better 
understanding, he broke the need areas down in the following way: 
~ -- providing such qualities as affection, admiration, optimism, security, and 
emotional closeness; 
personality fulfillment-- helping mate to achieve potential and autonomy, and 
assisting in the mate's personality, social and intellectual development; 
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respect-- treating mate as an individual, avoiding habits which annoy mate, being a 
good listener, and providing encouragement and understanding; 
communication-- expressing true feelings to mate and finding satisfactory solutions 
to disagreement. (1969, p. 683) 
If, as Stinnett and Sporakowski indicated, marital readiness is significantly related to 
marital success, then it should be worthwhile to evaluate the effect of marriage and family 
education on marital readiness. This provides the theoretical base and the purpose of the 
present study. 
Past Research 
While there has been little research in the specific area of marital readiness, quite 
extensive research has been conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of marriage and family 
courses. As stated earlier, the majority of this research took place in the 1950's and early 
1960's. Because of this, Mace (1981) has made a plea for a renewed effort in this area. 
He stated that "we really need to know, with greater degree of precision than we do at 
present, to what extent our students are really learning for living" (p. 605). The present 
study strives to add to our knowledge in this area. 
This researcher reviewed many research studies evaluating the effectiveness of 
marriage and family courses. Some of these were Bardis, 1963; Crosby, 1971; Dyer, 
1959; Finck, 1956; Gillies & Lastrucci, 1954; and Moses, 1956. Of the studies reviewed, 
only one was conducted at a church-related college (Bardis). In that 1963 study, Bardis 
evaluated the influence of a family life course on the sex knowledge of the students in that 
course. Utilizing a pretest/posttest control group design, he found that sex knowledge did 
increase significantly throughout the semester. Using a similar design, Moses (1956) 
found that students enrolled in a family class for one semester at Syracuse University made 
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significant gains in their understanding while the control group did not. Moses did further 
evaluation of the scores of males and females and found that while both the pretest scores 
and the posttest scores of females were significantly higher, there was no significant 
difference between the gains of males and females. She also found gains in knowledge to 
be positively related to dating status of the respondents. 
The 1954 study by Gillies and Lastrucci utilized three classes of college juniors. In 
their attempt to validate the effectiveness of a college marriage course, they found that 
changes in behavior did take place, "presumably as a result of a college course in Home 
and Family Living" (P. 58). They also noted that the changes in information were 
appreciably greater than the changes in attitude and personal adjustment Crosby (1971) 
conducted a similar study with junior high and high school students. He found that the 
students achieved a significant increase in knowledge and in positive self-attitude, but not 
in positive attitude toward family life. He did note a nonsignificant gain in attitude toward 
family life. 
Two longitudinal studies were noted in the review of the literature, Dyer (1959) and 
Finck (1956). In his 1956 study, Finck surveyed graduates of Florida State University. 
He chose a group who had participated in the course "Marriage and the Family" between 
the years 1930 and 1946, and a matched control group who had not taken the course. 
Through his evaluation he found that 34.8% of the experimental group believed the course 
had helped them "a great deal" in their family life, 52.8% believed it had "helped 
somewhat," and 12.4% said that it had made no difference. Dyer surveyed graduates of 
the University of Minnesota. She found that a significantly greater number of the control 
group rated themselves as "less-than-happy" in their marriages than did the group who had 
participated in a family life course. She also found evidence to indicate that the family life 
course was instrumental in effecting happier marriage relationships for participants in the 
course. 
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In 1965, Duvall reviewed over 80 reports of the effectiveness of marriage courses. 
She found, in every instance, that the courses being evaluated were "effective in bringing 
about measurable changes in student understanding, attitudes, expectations, and/or the 
abilities being tested" (p. 183). With these reports in mind, it is expected that the findings 
of the present study will indicate positive measurable changes in the students involved in a 
one semester "Christian Family" course. 
Hypothesis 1a: There is no significant difference between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
Among the studies evaluating course effectiveness are those who utilized control · 
groups (Bardis, 1963; Dyer, 1959; Finck, 1956; Moses, 1956). In each instance, the 
control group made significantly less positive gain than did the experimental group. The 
present study also involves a control group and it is expected that this group will make less 
gain in marital readiness than will the experimental group. 
Hypothesis lb: There is no significant difference in the change between pretest 
and posttest scores of marital readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester 
"Christian Family" course and those students not enrolled in such a course. 
Among these research studies there were other significant fmdings which are 
relevant to the present study. In Moses' (1956) study at Syracuse University utilizing a 
pretest/posttest design, females scored significantly higher on both the pretests and 
posttests. There was, however, no significant difference between the gains of males and 
females in that study. Bardis (1963), utilizing a pretest/posttest design as well, also found 
the course to be an "equalizer" and that there were no significant differences in gains of 
males and females. Therefore, in the present pretest/posttest study, it is expected that 
females will score higher at both testing periods, but that there will be no significant 
differences between the gains of males and females. 
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Hypothesis 2a: There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of 
marital readiness of males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
2b: There is no signifciant difference in the posttest scores of marital readiness 
of males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
2c: There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness of males and females enrolled in a one-trimester 
"Christian Family" course. 
Stinnett (1969) and Sporakowski (1968) both found marital readiness to be 
positively related to the dating status of the student. Moses' 1956 study indicated that 
measurable gains resulting from the marriage and family course were positively related to 
the dating status as well. From these research reports, it would be expected that in the 
present study gains in marital readiness will be positively related to the dating status of the 
student, with each progressive category making significantly greater gains than the 
previous one. 
Hypothesis 3a: There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of 
marital readiness of students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
3b: There is no significant difference in posttest scores of marital readiness of 
students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
3c: There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness of students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
Other studies indicated that marital readiness is also significantly related to happiness 
of childhood, authority pattern in the family of orientation, mother employment, parental 
values, relationship with parents, emotional stability, religious affiliation, and age 
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(Chaudhary, 1984; Sporakowski, 1968; Stinnett, 1969; Stinnett, Hall, & Walters, 1973; 
Stinnett & Pyles, 1977). The only factor listed here which is relevant to the present study 
is that of age. In her 1984 study, Chaudhary found that subjects over 22 years of age were 
significantly different in marital readiness than those under 19 years of age. Because of 
this finding, and because the majority of junior and senior students fall in· the age bracket 
of 19 to 22 years, the sample for the present study has been limited to subjects in this age 
range. 
Finally, through their research, Sporakowski and Stinnett found that "assessment of 
readiness for marriage [should] be described in terms of self-perceptions and expectations 
relating to roles in marriage, but not necessarily related to a specific mate or possible 
mate-to-be" (Sporakowski, 1968, p. 160). This is consistent with Rogers and Bee who 
hold that self-evaluation is the most desirable and most valid source of evaluation in a 
student-centered setting (Bee, 1952; Rogers, 1951). The present study was designed in 
keeping with these suggestions, utilizing the instruments of Sporakowski and Stinnett. 
Summary 
This literature review identified a theoretical base for the current study and 
established the positioning of the current study in the literature. It was shown that the 
study of marital readiness is based on sound research and that the measurement of marital 
readiness is possible. The impact of education on marriage preparation was established 
and the relationship of marital readiness to marital success was discussed. This study 
attempts to build upon that base of literature by comparing the change in marital readiness 
of students enrolled in a "Christian Family" course with students not enrolled in such a 
course. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES AND METHODS 
The discussion of procedures in this chapter includes a discussion of the population 
and sample, the survey instrument, the data collection methods, and the statistical methods. 
A restatement of the hypotheses is also included. 
Population and Sample of the Survey 
The population of the survey was derived from two sub-populations. Unmarried 
Oklahoma Christian College (OCC) students between the ages of 19 and 22 who were 
enrolled in "Christian Family" during the Spring 1986 Trimester made up one 
sub-population. There were two sections of this class with a total of 150 enrolled at the 
beginning of the trimester. Both sections were taught by the same instructor. Unmarried 
OCC students between the ages of 19 and 22 who were enrolled in the flrst of three 
sections of "Great Christian Doctrines", a general education Bible course, during the 
Spring 1986 Trimester made up the second sub-population. Enrollment in this course 
totaled 62. The students enrolled in "Christian Family" made up the experimental group, 
while the students in "Great Christian Doctrines" made up the control group. 
The Courses Involved 
"Christian Family". 
"Christian Family" is an elective general education Bible course offered at Oklahoma 
Christian College. As an elective general education course, students are not required to 
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take this course during their college career. They·may, however, choose to enroll in this 
course to fulfill the requirement of one Bible course per trimester. 
"Christian Family" is to be "a study of the marriage institution with emphasis on the 
characteristics of the "Christian Family" and the varied relationships of its members with 
each other" (OCC Catalog, p. 51). This is a junior/senior level course which the majority 
of OCC students choose to take. Further explanation of "Christian Family" is drawn from 
the course syllabus and presented in Appendix A. 
"Great Christian Doctrines". 
"Great Christian Doctrines" is also an elective general education Bible course offered 
at Oklahoma Christian College. As with "Christian Family," students are not required to 
take this course during their college career. They may, however, choose to enroll in this 
course to fulfill the requirement of one Bible course per trimester. 
"Great Christian Doctrines" is to be "a systematic study of the Biblical teaching 
regarding the following doctrines: Revelation, God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit" (OCC 
Catalog, p. 50). This, too, is a junior/senior level course which the majority of OCC 
students choose to take. It was chosen to provide the control group because of its 
similarity in course type, requirements, and popularity. 
Experimental Sample Characteristics 
Survey instruments were administered to a total of 149 of the 150 students enrolled . 
in "Christian Family." Thirty-eight of those students were present for and responded only 
to either the pretest or the posttest. An additional 17 students (9 male, 8 female) were 
married and thus were eliminated from this study of unmarried college students. Also, 8 
students were eliminated due to the age restriction. Six males and 2 females were 23 or 
older. Therefore, the final sample consisted of 76 students. No attempt was made to 
obtain a further randomized sample as such a procedure would have limited the sample size 
greatly and the process of enrolling for a general education course was considered 
sufficient for the randomization procedure (Isaac & Michael, 1981). The reader should 
note that the randomization of the enrollment is listed as an assumption of the current 
study. 
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Thirty-seven (48.7%) of the students in the experimental group were male and 39 
(51.3%) were female. Five students (6.6%) were 19, 31 (40.8%) were 20, 30 (39.5%) 
were 21, and 10 (13.2%) were 22 years of age. The sample consisted of 3 (3.9%) 
sophomores, 42 (55.3%) juniors, and 31 (40.8%) seniors. At the end of the semester, 15 
(19.7%) were not dating, 14 (18.4%) were dating several, 11 (14.5%) were dating one, 
but not seriously, 24 (31.6%) were dating steady, and 12 (15.8%) were engaged. These 
characteristics of the experimental group are presented in Table I. 
Control Sample Characteristics 
Three sections of the general education Bible course, "Great Christian Doctrines" 
were offered during the Spring 1986 Trimester. The researcher decided that the section 
with the highest enrollment would be the section utilized for a control group. That section 
was section 01. The survey instrument was administered to a total of 60 of the 62 students 
enrolled in that section. Of those 60 students, 23 were present for and responded to only 
the pretest or the posttest. An additionalll (8 male, 3 female) were eliminated because 
they were married. Therefore, the final sample consisted of 26 students. None of these 
students in the control sample were enrolled in The "Christian Family" during the Spring 
1986 trimester. No attempt was made to obtain a further randomized sample as such a 
procedure would have limited the sample size greatly and the process of enrolling for a 
general education course was considered sufficient for the randomization procedure. The 
reader should note that the randomization of the enrollment is listed as an assumption of the 
current study. 
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The final control sample was made up of 11 (42.3%) males and 15 (57.7%) 
females. The beginning sub-population was made up of a more even distribution of the 
sexes (51% male, 49% female), but the elimination process brought a greater decrease in 
males than females. Of the 26 students in the control sample, 4 (15.4%) were 19, 7 
(26.9%) were 20, 13 (50%) were 21, and 2 (7.7%) were 22. Six students (23.1 %) in the 
control group were sophomores, 9 (34.6%) were juniors, and 11 (42.3%) were seniors. 
At the end of the semester, 9 (34.6%) of the control students were not dating, 6 (23.1%) 
were dating several, 6 (23.1 %) were dating one, but not seriously, 4 (15.4%) were dating 
steady, and 1 (3.8%) was engaged. Twelve (46.2%) of those students in the control 
group reported having taken "Christian Family" course in a previous semester. Further 
background data in family life education for both the experimental and control groups can 
be found in Appendix B. The characteristics of the control sample are listed in Table IT. 
Survey Instrument 
Demographic Data 
The survey instrument consisted of three sections. A complete copy of the 
instrument used for males is in Appendix C, while Appendix D includes the instrument 
given to females. The instruments are identical with the exception of the words used to 
depict dating or marriage partners. While the Student Indentification Number was 
requested for coding and bookkeeping purposes and was utilized for matching pretest and 
posttest scores, anonymity was assured on the front of the instrument. 
Section One of the instrument was designed to gather demographic data concerning 
the respondent. This information consisted of age, classification, marital status, dating 
status, and background in marriage and family education. This section was designed in 
keeping with demographic data gathered in past research studies (Bardis, 1963; Gillies & 
Lastrucci, 1954; Moses, 1956; Sporakowski, 1968; Stinnett, 1969). Section one was also 
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critiqued for understandability by a college junior not enrolled in either "Christian Family" 
or "Great Christian Doctrines". 
TABLE I 
CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS ENROLLED IN "CHRISTIAN FAMILY" 
(EXPERIMENTAL SAMPLE) 
Cumulative Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Sex 
Female 39 51.3 39 51.3 
Male 37 48.7 76 100.0 
Age 
19 5 6.6 5 6.6 
20 31 40.8 36 47.4 
21 30 39.5 66 86.8 
22 10 13.2 76 100.0 
Oassification 
Sophomore 3 3.9 3 3.9 
Junior 42 55.3 45 59.2 
Senior 31 40.8 76 100.0 
Dating Status 
Not dating 15 10.7 15 19.7 
Dating several 14 18.4 20 38.2 
Dating one, 
not serious 11 14.5 40 52.6 
Dating steady 24 31.6 64 84.2 
Engaged 12 15.8 76 100.0 
Sex 
Female 
Male 
Age 
19 
20 
21 
22 
Classification 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Dating Status 
Not dating 
Dating several 
Dating one, 
not serious 
Dating steady 
Engaged 
TABLE II 
CONTROL SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 
Frequency 
15 
11 
4 
7 
13 
2 
6 
9 
11 
9 
6 
6 
4 
( 1 
Percent 
57.7 
42.3 
15.4 
26.9 
50.0 
7.7 
23.1 
34.6 
42.3 
34.6 
23.1 
23.1 
15.4 
3.8 
Cumulative 
Frequency 
15 
26 
4 
11 
24 
26 
6 
15 
26 
9 
15 
21 
25 
26 
41 
Cumulative 
Percent 
57.7 
100.0 
15.4 
42.3 
92.3 
100.0 
23.1 
57.7 
100.0 
34.6 
57.7 
80.8 
96.2 
100.0 
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Readiness for Marital Competence Index 
Section Two of the instrument was the Readiness for Marital Competence Index 
(RMC) developed by Stinnett (1969). This instrument was developed to determine the 
readiness for marriage of the respondents, based on the definition that readiness for marital 
competence is "the degree to which an individual feels prepared to fulfill in a future mate 
the needs of love, personality fulfillment, respect, and communication" (p. 684). The 
RMC Index originally contained 46 items, but was later reduced to 36 items. Those 36 
items are further divided into 4 categories representing the 4 need areas identified by 
Stinnett -- love, respect, communication, and personality fulfillment. In the present form 
of the RMC, items 1-9 evaluate the need area of love, items 10-18 evaluate personality 
fulfillment, items 19-27 evaluate respect, and items 28-36 evaluate communication. These 
categories are in no way identified on the instrument itself. 
Respondents were instructed to report their own feelings as of "today." For each of 
the items, five degrees of response are possible. Those responses ranged from "very 
unprepared" to "very prepared" to perform the various functions delineated by each item. 
In scoring the items, the least favorable response was given the lowest score (1), and the 
most favorable response was giyen the highest score (5). This is a deviation from the 
method of Stinnett, who assigned the lowest score to the most favorable response and the 
highest score to the least favorable response. The scoring method utilized in the present 
study, however, seemed more appropriate and less confusing to this researcher and was 
consistent with the scoring of the Sporakowski instrument. 
Validity data were obtained by Stinnett using an item analysis with a sample of 360 
college students. That study indicated that all of the original46 items discriminated at the 
.001level between the upper- and lower-quartile groups. In addition, a split-half reliability 
coefficient of .97, corrected to .99 was reported (Stinnett, 1969). These figures suggest a 
substantial degree of validity and reliability for the RMC. 
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Further testing of the revised instrument was conducted by Stinnett, Hall, and 
Walters (1973) utilizing the chi-square test to determine if each item significantly 
differentiated those subjects scoring in the upper- and lower-quartiles on the basis of total 
scores. All of the 36 items on the revised RMC were found to be significantly 
discriminating at the .OOllevel. A split-half reliability coefficient of +.97 was obtained 
using the Spearman-Brown Correction Formula to determine an index of the reliability of 
the items on the RMC. 
Marital Pteyaredness Instrument 
Section Three of the survey instrument consisted of the Marital Preparedness 
Instrument (MPI) developed by Sporakowski (1968). The MPI consisted of 31 items 
which had been previously determined to be useful in marital prediction studies or which 
had been hypothesized to be functional attributes of marriage. Due to an oversight during 
the reproduction of the test for the present study, MPI item #2 -- Reproduction or child 
bearing-- was missing from the survey for males. Therefore, the answers given on that 
item were not considered in the final scoring of the instrument. 
As with the RMC Index, respondents were instructed to report their own feelings as 
of "today." For each of the items, five degrees of response are possible. Those responses 
ranged from "very unprepared" to "very prepared" to perform the various functions 
delineated by each item. In scoring the items, the least favorable response was given the 
lowest score (1), and the most favorable response was given the highest score (5). 
Reliability and validity data were reported by Sporakowski, utilizing a sample of 32 
college students. Chi-square comparisons of the upper- and lower-quartiles, based on the . 
total scores, showed that each of the 31 items discriminated between the two groups at the 
.001level. A test/re-test administration over a seven-day interval yielded a Spearman 
Rank-Order Correlation of +.83, based on the total scores. 
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Collection of Data 
Classroom Procedures 
The students in both the experimental and control groups were given the survey 
instrument during normal class times, and the instruments were collected immediately upon 
completion. The pretest was administered during the first class period of the trimester, and 
the posttest was administered during the 11th week of the trimester. Any students who 
were absent the day of the testing were not able to participate. The instrument required 
10-15 minutes of class time to complete. 
In both cases, the instrument was administered by the instructor of the course. Both 
instructors were asked to administer the survey, giving no special instructions and making 
every effort to make the survey seem like a regular part of the course. This method of 
, administration was utilized in hopes of reducing bias in the respondents (Isaac & Michael, 
1981). 
DataEnt:r,y 
When completed instruments were obtained, they were checked for completeness, 
marital status, and age in order to determine if the responses could be used in subsequent 
analysis. The data from each instrument, including the rating of each individual item, were 
then entered into a computer data file using the Student Identification Number as the key 
field. The instruments were then filed into two groups -- experimental and control -- for 
reference purposes. Data-entry accuracy was maintained by visual inspection of the data 
on the video display terminal and by program validation of the input data to ensure, insofar 
as possible, that only valid responses were entered. 
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Statistical Methods 
The data collected for this study were analyzed using the Statistical Analysis System 
(SAS). First, the total marital readiness pretest and posttest scores for each student were 
tabulated. These consisted of the scores on both the RMC and the l\1PI. The difference in 
the scores was calculated by subtracting the pretest score from the posttest score. 
Therefore, a positive difference indicated an increase in marital readiness, while a negative 
difference indicated a decrease in marital readiness. Pretest and posttest subscores were 
also tabulated for the l\1PI, the RMC, and the four need areas of the RMC. The differences 
in these subscores were also calculated. 
All data were then analyzed using SAS to produce frequency information concerning 
demographic categories. Frequency information produced included the number in each 
category, the percentage in each category, the cumulative frequency, and the cumulative 
percentage. Frequency information was also produced for each individual score. 
Since the instruments used in this study produce score data, the primary statistical 
analysis utilized was analysis of variance. According to Linton and Gallo, "analysis of 
variance is one of the most powerful and flexible statistical tests of significance" (1975, 
p. 122). In conducting an analysis of variance, the following steps are necessary: 
1. Make an estimate of the variance in the population by averaging the variance 
within each condition-- (MS) error. 
2. Using the means of each condition, estimate the variance of the distribution of 
sample means. 
3. From that, determine an estimate of the population variance -- (MS) treatment. 
4. The effects of the independent variable are evaluated by computing these two 
estimates. 
5. The ratio of the two estimates-- (MS) treatment/(MS) error-- yields F. 
(Linton & Gallo, 1975, p. 124) 
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Because there was only one independent variable (group) but different numbers of 
students in each group, the One-Way ANOV A was utilized to evaluate Hypothesis 1 b. 
SAS was used to generate the One-Way ANOV A test in order to determine if there were 
any significant differences between groups for the differences in pretest and posttest 
scores. The differences were determined to be significant if the probability of the 
difference (p-value) was less than or equal to .05. 
The One-Way ANOV A test was also conducted to evaluate pretest score differences, 
posttest score differences, and differences in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores by sex (Hypothesis 2) and by courtship stage (Hypothesis 3), and for these 
differences within the RMC and the MPI separately. Here again, the differences were 
determined to be significant if the p-value was less than or equal to .05. 
The correlated groups t -test was utilized to evaluate the within group difference 
questioned by Hypothesis la. According to Jaccard (1983, p. 190), this test is appropriate 
to use to analyze the relationship between two variables when: 
1. the dependent variable is quantitative in nature and is measured on 
approximately an interval level; 
2. the independent variable is within-subjects in nature; and 
3. the independent variable has two and only two values. 
As with the previous tests, the differences were determined to be significant if the p-value 
was less than or equal to .05. 
Next, SAS was used to generate the Spearman's rank order correlation (Spearman 
rho) to determine if there was any correlation between dating status and marital readiness 
pretest scores, posttest scores, and/or differences in pretest and posttest scores. The 
Spearman rho is a statistic that measures the degree to which rank scores on two variables 
are linearly related to each other (Jaccard, 1983). The correlation coefficient, orr, can 
range from -1.00 to 0 to +1.00. The closer r is to -1 or +1, the greater the linear 
relationship. An r approximating + 1 indicates a direct relationship, while an r 
approximating -1 indicates an inverse relationship. 
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The a x s ANOV A was then used to determine if there was a significant difference in 
the RMC pretest subscores or posttest subscores. A correlated groups t-test was done to 
note the difference in the change between pretest scores and posttest scores in each of the 
four need areas evaluated by the RMC. Again, the ax s ANOV A was utilized to evaluate 
the differences between the four need areas in regard to the changes made in those areas 
from pretest to posttest. Finally, post hoc analysis was conducted using the Tukey's 
(HSD) test to discriminate between the areas. For all statistical tests, both alpha and p 
were set at .05. 
Hypotheses 
Hypothesis Number One 
a) There is no significant difference between pretest and posttest scores of marital 
readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course and those students not enrolled in such a course. 
Hypothesis Number Two 
a) There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of marital readiness of 
males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There is no significant difference in the posttest scores of marital readiness of 
males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
c) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness of males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian 
Family" course. 
Hypothesis Number Three 
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a) There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of marital readiness of 
students in various stages of courtship (not dating, dating several, dating one not 
seriously, dating steady, engaged) enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There is no significant difference in posttest scores of marital readiness of 
students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
c) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest and posttest 
scores of marital readiness of students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
Hypothesis Number Four 
a) There are no significant differences in pretest subscores, in the four need areas 
(love, personality fulfillment, respect, communication) covered by the RMC, of students 
enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There are no significant differences in posttest sub scores, in the four need areas 
covered by the RMC, of students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
c) There are no significant differences in the change between pretest and posttest 
subscores, between the four need areas covered by the RMC, of students enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
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Summary 
The procedures used in the current study were presented in this chapter. The sample 
was chosen from two sub-populations consisting of students enrolled in a general 
education course entitled "Christian Family", and students enrolled in another general 
education course entitled "Great Christian Doctrines". Details of sample selection were 
discussed. The survey instrument was presented and the reliability and validity of the 
RMC and the MPI were discussed. The data collected utilizing the survey instrument were 
analyzed using the One-Way ANOV A, the correlated groups t- test, the Spearman rho, the 
ax s ANOV A, and Tukey's (HSD) test, and results were obtained with which to draw 
conclusions about the hypotheses presented. 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
The results of the study are reported in this chapter along with a discussion and 
analysis of the fmdings. There are five major divisions in the chapter, the first four each 
relating to one of the hypotheses of the study, and the fifth discussing additional findings. 
Within each of the first four divisions, three major sections exist. The first section is 
devoted to reporting the findings. The second section provides a discussion of the 
findings. The third section in each division summarizes the results for the hypothesis. 
The Statistical Analysis System (SAS) was used for all of the statistical tests ,that are 
reported. While the One-Way ANOVA was the primary test utilized, some calculations 
were also made with the correlated groups t-test, the Spearman rank order coefficient, the 
ax s ANOV A, and Tukey's (HSD) test. 
In order that the reader might have a basis for interpreting the more complete 
calculations, the means of the groups are presented here in the introduction. The means for 
the experimental group are listed in Table ill, while the means for the control group are 
listed in Table IV. 
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TABLE ill 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR STUDENTS IN "CHRISTIAN FAMILY" 
(EXPERIMENTAL GROUP) 
Variable Mean SD 
TQtal ScQr~ 
Pre score 241.45 27.11 
Postscore 262.58 25.23 
Difference 21.13 22.79 
RMC 
Prescore 132.47 16.13 
Postscore 144.79 14.85 
Difference 12.31 15.19 
MPI 
Prescore 108.97 13.01 
Postscore 117.79 12.42 
Difference 8.82 10.66 
(N=76) 
Minimum 
Value 
173 
199 
-24 
94 
95 
-20 
79 
82 
-18 
Maximum 
Value 
314 
320 
104 
171 
180 
68 
143 
148 
36 
Variance 
734.84 
636.22 
519.61 
260.33 
220.38 
230.83 
169.17 
154.22 
113.70 
Variable 
Total SQQr~ 
Prescore 
Postscore 
Difference 
RMC 
Prescore 
Postscore 
Difference 
MPI 
Pres core 
Postscore 
Difference 
TABLE IV 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR CONTROL GROUP 
(N=26) 
Mean 
253.58 
257.88 
4.31 
138.85 
141.88 
3.04 
114.73 
116.00 
1.27 
SD 
26.73 
23.53 
14.58 
16.41 
15.98 
10.49 
12.62 
10.02 
7.70 
Minimum 
Value 
205 
217 
-25 
108 
112 
-20 
94 
98 
-15 
Hypothesis One 
Maximum 
Value 
310 
310 
30 
174 
180 
27 
138 
140 
12 
52 
Variance 
714.33 
553.55 
212.62 
269.26 
255.23 
110.04 
159.32 
100.48 
59.24 
a) There is no significant difference between pretest and posttest scores 
of marital readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
b) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest 
and posttest scores of marital readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester 
"Christian Family" course and those students not enrolled in such a course. 
Results for Hypothesis One 
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The correlated groups t-test revealed that there was a significant difference in the 
pretest and posttest scores of the students enrolled in "Christian Family". The t-test 
conducted with those scores produced at value of 8.80, with ap-value of .0001. 
Therefore, null hypothesis la is rejected. Complete results of the t-test are listed in Table 
v. 
Variable 
Score difference 
*p < .05 
TABLEV 
CHANGES IN MARITAL READINESS SCORES 
OF THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP: 
t-TEST RESULTS 
Mean 
21.132 
(N = 76) 
SID Error 
of Mean 
2.615 
t 
8.08 
p 
.0001 * 
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With a possible total score of 330, the minimum marital readiness score produced by 
the experimental group on the pretest was 173, while the minimum score on the posttest 
was 199. The maximum pretest score was 314, and the maximum posttest score was 320. 
On the pretest, 50% (38) scored 242 or below. On the posttest, only 19.7% (15) scored 
242 or below, while 50% scored 263 or above. For a complete listing of pretest and 
posttest scores, see Appendixes E and F. 
The One-Way ANOV A test conducted with the pretest and posttest data of both 
groups produced an F value of 12.38, with ap-value of .0007. This finding indicates that 
there was a significant difference in the change in scores. between the experimental and the 
control groups. Therefore, null hypothesis 1 b is rejected. Complete information produced 
by the One-Way ANOVA is presented in Tables VI, VII, and Vill. Eighty-six percent (65) 
of the experimental sample showed an increase in marital readiness over the trimester, 
while 58% (15) of the control sample showed some increase. Eleven individuals in each 
group showed no increase or a decrease in marital readiness over the period of the 
trimester. 
Source 
Scores 
Error 
Total 
* p < .05 
TABLE VI 
CHANGES IN TOTAL MARITAL READINESS SCORES OF THE 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS: 
DF 
1 
100 
101 
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
Sum of Squares 
5483.2675 
44286.2227 
49769.4902 
MS 
5483.2675 
442.8622 
F 
12.38 
p 
.0007* 
TABLE VII 
CHANGES IN READINESS FOR MARITAL COMPETENCE SUBSCORES 
OF THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS: 
ONE-WAY ANOVARESULTS 
Source DF Sum of Squares MS F p 
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RMC Subscores 1 1667.3723 1667.3723 8.31 .0048* 
Error 100 20063.3825 200.6338 
Total 101 21730.7549 
* p < .05 
TABLE VIII 
CHANGES IN MARITAL PREPAREDNESS INSTRUMENT SUB SCORES 
OF THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS: 
ONE-WAY ANOVARESULTS 
Source DF Sum of Squares MS F p 
MPI Subscores 1 1103.2773 1103.2773 11.02 .0013* 
Error 100 10008.5364 100.0854 
Total 101 11111.8137 
* p < .05 
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Further analysis utilizing the One-Way ANOVA revealed a significant difference in 
the change in scores between the experimental and control groups on both the RMC and 
the :MPI. The analysis of variance procedure conducted on the RMC sub score produced an 
F value of 8.31 with a p-value of .0048. The same procedure using the :MPI sub scores 
produced an F value of 11.02. with a p-value of .0013. Both subscores were significant at 
the .05level. 
Discussion of Results for Hypothesis One 
The results of the statistical tests for this hypothesis have shown that there is a 
significant difference between pretest and posttest scores of the experimental group, and a 
significant difference in the change in scores of the experimental group and control group. 
The results indicate that there was a significant increase in marital readiness of the students 
enrolled in "Christian Family". In addition, the findings show a significantly greater 
increase in marital readiness in those students enrolled in that course over students in the 
control group. 
These findings are consistent with the results of past research (Bardis, 1963; 
Crosby, 1971; Duvall, 1965; Finck, 1956; Gillis & Lastrucci, 1954; Moses, 1956). While 
some of these studies reported increases in knowledge and others reported changes in 
attitude and personal adjustment, they all reported courses in family life to be effective in 
bringing about measurable changes. The current study indicated that the "Christian 
Family" course may be effective in bringing about measurable changes in marital 
readiness. 
In addition, Bardis (1963), Dyer (1959), and Moses (1956), all utilizing a control 
group design, reported that the experimental group made significantly greater gains than 
did the control group. This was also found to be true in the present research study. 
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Summary of Results for Hypothesis One 
As was expected, the statistical tests indicate a significant difference between pretest 
and posttest scores of marital readiness in students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian 
Family" course. Therefore, the null hypothesis can be rejected. Also as expected, a 
significant difference was noted in the change in scores between those students enrolled in 
"Christian Family" and students not enrolled. The null hypothesis can again be rejected. 
These results lead to the conclusion that there is a significant positive relationship between 
enrollment in the "Christian Family" course and marital readiness. 
Hypothesis Two 
a) There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of marital 
readiness of males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
b) There is no significant difference in the posttest scores of marital 
readiness of males and females enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
c) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest 
and posttest scores of marital readiness of males and females enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
Results for Hypothesis Two 
The One-Way ANOV A test of score differences by sex revealed no significant 
differences. The test conducted utilizing the pretest scores produced an F value of 1.10 
with ap-value of .2987. The same procedure with the posttest scores revealed an F value 
of2.05, with ap-value of .156. Finally, the test of the differences in the changes between 
pretest and posttest scores indicated an F value of .11, with ap-value of .7431. None of 
these values is significant at the .05 level, and the null hypothesis cannot be rejected. 
Results of these statistical tests are reported in Tables IX, X, and XI. 
Source 
Pretest 
Error 
Total 
Source 
Posttest 
Error 
Total 
TABLE IX 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES' AND FEMALES' 
PRETEST SCORES: ONE-WAY ANOV A RESULTS 
DF 
1 
74 
75 
Sum of Squares 
803.9911 
54308.7983 
55112.7895 
TABLE X 
MS 
803.9911 
733.9027 
F 
1.10 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES' AND FEMALES' 
POSTTEST SCORES: ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
DF 
1 
74 
75 
Sum of Squares 
1288.6580 
4627.8683 
47716.5263 
MS 
1288.6580 
627.4036 
F 
2.05 
p 
.2987 
p 
.1560 
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Source 
TABLE XI 
DIFFERENCES IN CHANGES BETWEEN PRETEST AND POSTTEST 
SCORES FOR MALES AND FEMALES: 
ONE-WAY ANOVARESULTS 
DF Sum of Squares MS F p 
Total Scores 
Error 
1 56.8990 56.8990 
525.8620 
0.11 .7431 
74 38913.7842 
Total 75 38970.6842 
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Further analysis was conducted using the subscores of the RMC and the MPI. Here 
again, no significant differences were found. Utilizing the data from the RMC, an F value 
of. 78 with a p-value of .3789 was revealed. The data from the MPI indicated an F value 
of .31, with ap-value of .5819. Complete results of the statistical tests are presented in 
Tables Xll and Xlll. 
Discussion of Results for Hypothesis Two 
The statistical tests conducted to evaluate hypothesis two indicate no significant 
differences between males and females. This was not the result expected for hypothesis 2a 
and 2b, but it was expected for 2c. In her 1956 study, Moses reported finding differences 
between males and females on both pretest and posttest scores of sex knowledge. Perhaps 
a part of the difference between the findings in Moses' study and the current study is due 
to what was actually being measured. Moses was measuring knowledge while the current 
study was measuring attitude. It may be that males and females are more similar in their 
maturity in attitude than in their actual knowledge. 
Source 
RMC Subscores 
Error 
Total 
TABLE XII 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES' AND FEMALES' 
PRETEST AND POSTTEST RMC SUBSCORES: 
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
DF Sum of Squares 
1 181.3802 
74 
75 
17131.0409 
17312.4211 
MS 
181.3802 
231.5006 
F 
0.78 
p 
.3789 
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Stinnett, Hall, and Walters (1973) also reported finding a difference in scores 
between males and females. Although both the 1973 study and the current study utilized 
the RMC, the 1973 study was conducted with a sample of high school students. The 
difference in the findings of the two studies may be attributable to the different maturity 
levels of the sample groups. While females generally mature earlier than males, as age 
increases, the difference in maturity levels decreases (Stinnett, Hall, & Walters, 1973). 
This may explain why no difference was found in pretest or posttest scores of males and 
females on the RMC. 
Source 
MPI Subscores 
Error 
Corrected 
TABLE XIII 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES' AND FEMALES' 
PRETEST AND POSTIEST MPI SUB SCORES: 
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
DF Sum of Squares 
1 35.1009 
74 8492.3202 
75 8527.4211 
MS 
35.1009 
114.7611 
F 
0.031 
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p 
.5819 
On the other hand, the fmding of no significant difference in pretest or posttest 
scores of males and females on the MPI is consistent with Sporak:owski's 1968 study. In 
his study, utilizing a college undergraduate sample, he found no significant relationship 
between marital preparedness and sex of the respondent. Likewise, the current study 
found no significant relationship. 
Finally, both Moses (1956) and Bardis (1963) reported that family life education 
was an "equalizer" across the sexes. Although Moses found differences in pretest and 
posttest scores of males and females, she found no significant difference between the gains 
of males and females over the semester. This is consistent with the current study which 
found no significant differences in gains. 
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Summary of Results for Hvpothesis Two 
As was expected, the statistical tests revealed no significant difference in the change 
between pretest and posttest scores of marital readiness of males and females enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. Since no significant difference was found, the 
hypothesis of no difference can not be rejected. Unlike what was expected, however, no 
significant differences were found between pretest scores of males and females or posttest 
scores of males and females. Therefore, the hypothesis of no difference in those scores 
must not be rejected either. These results lead to the conclusion that, as Sporakowski 
found, there is no relationship between marital readiness and sex of the respondent. 
Hypothesis Three 
a) There is no significant difference in the pretest scores of marital 
readiness of students in various stages of courtship (not dating, dating 
several, dating one not seriously, dating steady, engaged) enrolled in a 
one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
b) There is no significant difference in posttest scores of marital 
readiness of students in various stages of courtship enrolled in a one-trimester 
"Christian Family" course. 
c) There is no significant difference in the change between pretest 
and posttest scores of marital readiness of students in various stages of 
courtship enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
Results for Hypothesis Three 
Analysis utilizing the One-Way ANOVA revealed no significant differences at the 
.05 level in pretest or posttest scores due to dating status. The test conducted with the 
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pretest scores indicated an F value of 2.44 with a p-value of .054 7. The same calculation 
with the posttest scores revealed an F value of 1.78, with ap-value of .1434. Complete 
results of these calculations are listed in Tables XIV and XV. 
Source 
Pretest 
Error 
Total 
TABLEXN 
DIFFERENCES IN PRETEST SCORES OF MARITAL READINESS 
OF STUDENTS IN VARIOUS STAGES OF COURTSHIP: 
DF 
4 
71 
75 
ONE-WAY ANOVARESULTS 
Sum of Squares 
6658.6646 
48454.1249 
55112.7895 
MS 
1664.6661 
682.4525 
F 
2.44 
p 
.0547 
Analysis using the Speannan rho, however, did reveal a significant positive 
relationship between both pretest scores and posttest scores and dating status of the 
respondents. This positive linear relationship means that as dating status increases, scores 
also increase. Therefore, as an individual nears marriage, his/her marital readiness score 
increases. Complete results of the calculations utilizing the Speannan rank order 
coefficient are listed in Table XVI. 
Source 
TABLE XV 
DIFFERENCES IN POSTTEST SCORES OF MARITAL READINESS 
OF STUDENTS IN VARIOUS STAGES OF COURTSHIP: 
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
DF Sum of Squares MS F p 
Posttest 
Error 
Total 
4 
71 
75 
4337.8781 
43378.6483 
47716.5263 
1084.4695 
610.9669 
1.78 0.1434 
TABLE XVI 
DIFFERENCES IN PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCORES AND 
CHANGES IN MARITAL READINESS OF STUDENTS 
IN VARIOUS STAGES OF COURTSHIP: 
SPEARMAN RHO RESULTS 
Variable r p 
Difference in Total Scores +.00112 .9924 
Difference in RMC Scores -.00787 .9462 
Difference MPI Scores -.02737 .8145 
Pretest Scores +.23896 .0376* 
Posttest Scores +.23474 .0412* 
* p < .05 
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Further analysis utilizing the One-Way ANOVA revealed no significant differences 
in changes in marital readiness of students in various stages of courtship. The data 
revealed an F value of 1.59, with ap-value of .1866. The subscore of the RMC produced 
an F value of 1.29, with ap-value of .2871, while the subscore of the MPI produced an F 
value of 1.91, with ap-value of .1187. None of these values is significant at the .05level 
set for the present study. More complete information gathered from these One-Way 
ANOV A calculations is presented in Tables XVII, XVill, and XXIX. As can be noted in 
Table XVI, the Spearman rho calculations also indicate that there was no significant 
relationship between the change in scores and dating status. 
Source 
Total Scores 
Error 
Total 
TABLE XVII 
DIFFERENCES IN CHANGES IN MARITAL READINESS 
OF STIJDENTS IN VARIOUS STAGES OF COURTSHIP: 
ONE-WAY ANOVARESULTS 
DF Sum of Squares 
4 3202.3072 
71 35768.3771 
75 38970.6842 
MS 
800.5768 
503.7800 
F 
1.59 
p 
.1866 
TABLEXVIIT 
DIFFERENCES IN CHANGES IN RMC SUBSCORES OF STUDENTS 
IN VARIOUS STAGES OF COURTSHIP: 
ONE-WAY ANOVARESULTS 
Source DF Sum of Squares MS F p 
RMC Subscores 4 1162.1372 290.5345 
227.4688 
1.28 .2871 
Error 71 16150.2829 
Total 
Source 
75 17312.4211 
TABLE XIX 
DIFFERENCES IN CHANGES IN 1\1PI SUBSCORES OF STUDENTS 
IN VARIOUS STAGES OF COURTSHIP: 
ONE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
DF Sum of Squares MS F p 
NIPI Subscores 
Error 
4 827.2537 206.8134 
108.4531 
1.91 .0970 
Total 
71 
75 
7700.1673 
8527.4211 
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Discussion of Results for Hypothesis Three 
The statistical tests revealed no significant difference in the change between pretest 
and posttest scores of marital readiness of students in various stages of courtship. This 
finding was consistent with Bardis' 1963 study in which he found a family life education 
course to be an equalizer of knowledge across all stages of courtship. Moses (1956), 
however, found courtship status to be related to the gains in learning derived from a family 
life course. In her study, she found that those students who were engaged made 
significantly greater gains than did those going steady, those going steady than those 
dating often, and those dating often than those dating less often. The current study was 
not consistent with the findings of Moses. 
Further testing utilizing the Spearman rank order coefficient did indicate a significant 
relationship between dating status and marital readiness. This is consistent with the studies 
of Sporak:owski (1968) and Stinnett (1969). Both of those studies, as well as the current 
study, found marital readiness scores to be significantly related to courtship stage, with 
those respondents who were closer to marriage reporting a higher degree of marital 
readiness. The current study did not, however, find that relationship to be a strong one. 
In fact, r 2 as the coefficent of determination indicates that only six percent of the 
difference in pres test scores and nine percent of the difference in posttest scores can be 
explained by differences in dating status. This suggests that there are other variables 
influencing those scores. 
Summazy of Results for Hypothesis Three 
Contrary to what was expected, no significant differences were found in the change 
between pretest and posttest scores of marital readiness of students in various stages of 
courtship. Therefore, the hypothesis 3c can not be rejected. On the other hand, marital 
readiness was found to be significantly related to dating status. From the review of 
literature, this finding was expected. These results lead to the conclusion that there is a 
significant but weak relationship between marital readiness and dating status, and 
hypotheses 3a and 3b can not be rejected 
Hypothesis Four 
a) There are no significant differences in pretest subscores, in the 
four need areas covered by the RMC (love, personality fulfillment, respect, 
communication), of students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" 
course. 
b) There are no significant differences in posttest sub scores, in the 
four need areas covered by the RMC, of students enrolled in a one-trimester 
"Christian Family" course. 
c) There are no significant differences in the change between pretest 
and posttest subscores, between the four need areas covered by the RMC, of 
students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course. 
Results for Hypothesis Four 
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The a x s ANOV A indicated that there was a significant difference in the pretest 
subscores of the RMC. That test revealed an F value of 19.01, with ap- value of .0001. 
Since there were four areas, post hoc analysis using Tukey's (HSD) test was conducted to 
discriminate between the areas. The Tukey's test showed that the students scored 
significantly higher in the need area of "love" than in any other need area. The lowest 
scores were produced on the need area of "personality fulfillment," while "respect" and 
"communication" ranked second and third, respectively. For a more complete listing of the 
results of the a x s ANOV A and Tukey's test, see Tables XX and XXI. 
TABLE XX 
DIFFERENCES IN PRETEST RMC SUB SCORES : 
A X S ANOVA RESULTS 
Source DF Sum of Squares F 
Pretest--Areas 3 588.2105 19.01 
* p < .05 
TABLE XXI 
DIFFERENCES IN RMC PRETEST SUBSCORES: 
TUKEY'S (HSD) RESULTS 
Area Mean 
Pretest 
Love 35.2763 * 
Respect 33.3289 
Communication 32.2763 
Personality Fulfillment 31.5921 
NOTE: minimum significant difference = 1.3484 
Tukey 
Grouping 
** 
** 
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p 
.0001 * 
Rank 
1 
2 
*** 3 
*** 4 
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Calculations utilizing the ax s ANOV A also indicated a significant difference in the 
posttest subscores. Data from the posttest revealed an F value of 13.34, with a p-value of 
.0001. While the means for each area had increased over the pretest means, Tukey's 
(HSD) test indicated that the ranking of the subscores was identical to the pretest rankings, 
with "love" receiving a significantly higher score than any other need area. Once again, the 
lowest scores were indicated on the need area of "personality fulfillment," while "respect" 
and "communication" ranked second and third, respectively. One difference shown in the 
calculations using the postscores was in the Tukey grouping. In the pretest calculations, 
three groupings were indicated, while in the posttest calculations, only two groupings 
appeared. This indicates that the "Christian Family" course worked as an equalizer across 
the need areas of "respect," "communication," and "personality fulfillment." More 
complete results of these calculations can be found in Tables XXII and XXIII. 
TABLE XXII 
DIFFERENCES IN POSTTEST RMC SUBSCORES : 
A X S ANOV A RESULTS 
Source DF Sum of Squares F p 
Posttest--Area 3 319.7632 13.34 .0001* 
* p < .05 
TABLE XXIII 
DIFFERENCES IN RMC POSTTEST SUBSCORES: 
TUKEY'S (HSD) RESULTS 
Posuest 
Area 
Love 
Respect 
Communication 
Personality fulfillment 
Mean 
37.8947 
36.0658 
35.6184 
35.2105 
NOTE: minimum significant difference= 1.187 
Tukey 
Grouping 
** 
*** 
*** 
*** 
Rank 
1 
2 
3 
4 
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The correlated groups t -test revealed a significant difference in the change between 
pretest and posttest scores in each of the four need areas evaluated by the RMC. Although 
different t values were indicated for each area, they were all significant at the .05level. A 
complete list of the results of the t-test is presented in Table XXIV. 
The ax s ANOV A, however, revealed no significant differences between the four 
areas in regard to the changes made in those areas from pretest to posttest. That procedure 
indicated an F value of 1.50, with a p-value of .2148. A complete listing of the results of 
this statistical test is presented in Table XXV. 
Variable 
Love 
Personality Fulfillment 
Respect 
Communication 
* p < .05 
TABLE XXIV 
THE CHANGE IN RMC SUBSCORES: 
t-TEST RESULTS 
Mean 
Difference 
2.62 
3.62 
2.74 
3.34 
(N=76) 
SD 
of the 
Difference 
4.702 
4.676 
4.518 
5.310 
TABLE XXV 
DIFFERENCE IN RMC SUBSCORE CHANGES: 
A X S ANOVA RESULTS 
Source DF Sum of Squares 
Area Score Difference 3 42.3947 
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t p 
4.86 .0001* 
6.75 .0001 * 
5.28 .0001* 
5.49 .0001 * 
F p 
1.50 .2148 
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Discussion of Results for Hypothesis Four 
The statistical tests revealed a significant difference between the four areas of the 
RMC on both the pretest and posttest scores. Those four areas -- love, personality 
fulfillment, respect, communication -- are each represented by nine items on the RMC. In 
the present study, the rankings of the four areas were the same on both the pretest and 
posttest, and the significant differences came between the same areas at each 
administration. The only difference between the two administrations of the survey was in 
the Tukey grouping of the need areas. The students in "Christian Family" scored 
significantly higher on "love" than on any other need area. The ranking of the four need 
areas on both the pretest and posttest was as follows: 1) love, 2) respect, 3) 
communication, 4) personality fulfillment. This is consistent with the 1973 study by 
Stinnett, Hall, and Walters. They reported that the respondents felt most prepared to fulfill 
the need of "love" in a future marriage relationship, and least prepared to fulfill the need of 
"personality fulfillment." They did not report the ranking of the other two areas. Since a 
significant difference was found in both pretest and posttest subscores, the null 
hypotheses 4a and 4b can be rejected. 
Further statistical analysis revealed a significant change in each area, but no 
significant difference between the four areas in the change from pretest to posttest scores. 
This is not consistent with past research (Bardis, 1963; Crosby, 1971; Gillies & Lastrucci, 
1954) which indicated that a difference might be found. It may be that the past evaluations 
were so different from the present one that comparisons can not be made. For instance, 
the study by Bardis evaluated change in sex knowledge exclusively. Still, the other two 
studies did evaluate some change in attitudes as well as in knowledge. What ever the 
reason, in the present study no significant differences were found. Therefore, we can not 
reject the null hypothesis 4c. 
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· Summary of Results for Hypothesis Four 
As was expected, significant differences were found between the subscores in some 
of the need areas evaluated by the RMC. Differences were found in both the pretest scores 
and posttest scores. In addition, those differences came between the same areas and the 
areas were ranked the same by the students at both testing periods. The null hypotheses 
( 4a and 4b) must be rejected. 
Contrary to what was expected, however, no significant differences were found 
between the changes in subscores from pretest to posttest. Therefore, the final null 
hypothesis must not be rejected. 
Additional Findings 
Additional analysis was conducted on each individual item included in the RMC and 
MPI portions of the survey instrument for the experimental group, and a complete listing 
of the means and p-values is presented in Table XXVI. This analysis was completed 
utilizing the correlated means t -test. These calculations revealed that the mean scores for 
the majority of the items showed significant increases from the pretest to the posttest. A 
complete listing of the individual pretest and posttest scores is presented in Appendix E. 
While, for the current study, p was set at .05, it is important to note the actual 
p -values for the items, and their significance. Out of 66 items, 16 had a positive 
significant change at the .000 I level. A quick perusal of those items should lead the reader 
to note that the majority of them are the statements in the inventory which are most nearly 
related to the greater maturity level needed for deepening relationships. This suggests that 
such mature attitudes most likely were greatly stressed by the instructor of the "Christian 
Family" course. 
In addition, 25 items were significant at the .OOllevel, and 52 of the 66 items were 
significant at the .Ollevel. There were only 10 items which were not significant at the .05 
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level, and of those items, 5 were significant at the .1level. Those 5 items-- Ri\1C 6, 36; 
MPI 3, 6, 30 -- are so different from each other that it is difficult to link them together and 
speculate a reason for their nonsignificant change. 
Considering the fact that the majority of the items did show a significant change at 
the .051evel, there are at least two possible explanations for the 10 items-- RMC 2, 6, 22, 
36; MPI 3, 6, 15, 22, 30 --that did not. First, some of these items may have had such a 
high mean score on the pretest, that there was little room for improvement. For instance, 
statement #2 under the RMC section --Expressing my affection for him-- received the 
highest prescore mean (4.22) of all the items on the survey. Several of the others listed 
also received high prescore means. This is not the only explanation, however, as other 
items receiving high prescore means also showed significant changes. For example, 
statement #19 under the RMC section-- Being a good listener when he talks to me--
received the second highest prescore mean ( 4.20), but also received a significant p-value of 
.008. In some cases, then, the tasks evaluated by the items which did not show a 
significant change may not have been discussed as thoroughly as those that did. This is 
most likely true, for instance, for item #4 under the MPI section -- Food preparation --
since this is not a topic included in the course plan for "Christian Family". 
These findings could be beneficial to the concerned instructor. By evaluating those 
items which did not show a significant change, the instructor may be able to revise his/her 
course plans to include other important topics or to expand on topics not covered 
thoroughly enough. By realizing the significant changes made, the instructor can be 
encouraged in the progress made by the students. 
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TABLE XXVI 
PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEANS AND p -VALUES OF INDIVIDUAL ITEMS 
FOR THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(N=76) 
Statement 
R~adin~ss FQr Marital CQm12et~n~~ Ind~~ 
1. Promoting a feeling of security in him. b 
2. Expressing my affection for him. 
3. Showing my admiration for him. 
4. Satisfying his desire for affection. 
5. Showing him that I evaluate him highly. 
6. Helping him to feel that he is an attractive 
person. 
7. Showing my confidence in him. 
8. Letting him know I feel emotionally close 
to him. 
9. Letting him know that I believe we have 
a common purpose in life. 
10. Helping him to achieve his potential to 
become what he is capable of becoming. 
11. Bringing out the "best" qualities in him. 
12. Helping him become a more interesting person. 
13. Helping him to see himself more positively. 
14. Helping him to increase his circle of friends. 
15. Helping him to improve the quality of his 
interpersonal relationships outside marriage. 
16. ·Helping him to improve his personality. 
17. Helping him to act according to his beliefs 
rather than simply "following the crowd." 
18. Helping him to have confidence in himself. 
19. Being a good listener when he talks to me. 
Pre-
Mean a 
3.61 
4.22 
4.01 
3.97 
3.89 
4.15 
3.76 
3.86 
3.79 
3.59 
3.58 
3.41 
3.58 
3.41 
3.07 
3.46 
3.64 
3.86 
4.20 
Post-
Meana 
4.05 
4.38 
4.28 
4.22 
4.26 
4.26 
4.04 
4.24 
4.16 
3.93 
4.04 
3.74 
4.04 
3.88 
3.64 
3.78 
4.00 
4.16 
4.45 
p 
.0001 * 
.0637 
.0021 * 
.0109* 
.0003* 
.2701 
.0083* 
.0008* 
.0001* 
.0017* 
.0001 * 
.0037* 
.0001 * 
.0001 * 
.0001 * 
.0018* 
.0004* 
.0001 * 
.0082* 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
TABLE XXVI (continued) 
Statement 
Encouraging him when he is discouraged. 
Seeing things from his point of view. 
Being considerate of his feelings. 
Showing him that I understand what he 
wants to achieve in life. 
Respecting his wishes when making 
important decisions. 
Accepting disagreement from him. 
Accepting his differentness. 
A voiding habits which annoy him. 
Expressing my disagreement with him 
honestly and openly. 
Letting him know how I really feel about 
something. 
Helping him to express his feelings to me. 
Letting him know about my expectations 
in life. 
Seeing beyond what he says and being 
aware of his true feelings when his feelings 
are different from his words. 
Being aware that what he says may not always 
indicate how he really feels about something. 
When he is angry at me trying to understand 
why he is angry. 
Being observant as to whether he has 
understood correctly the meaning of the 
message I have communicated to him. 
When I am troubled, letting him know 
what is bothering me. 
Pre-
Mean 
4.13 
3.41 
3.93 
3.71 
3.70 
3.43 
3.38 
3.38 
3.61 
3.67 
3.49 
3.89 
3.43 
3.51 
3.41 
3.70 
3.57 
Post-
Mean 
4.37 
3.78 
4.09 
3.97 
4.14 
3.78 
3.78 
3.71 
3.99 
4.05 
3.96 
4.16 
3.96 
3.92 
3.86 
4.01 
3.71 
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p 
.0047* 
.0007* 
.0832 
.0048* 
.0001* 
.0030* 
.0039*. 
.0059* 
.005@* 
.0003* 
.0001* 
.0101 * 
.0001* 
.0008* 
.0001* 
.0026* 
.2181 
Statement 
TABLE XXVI (continued) 
Pre-
Mean 
Marital Pr~12aredn~ss Instrum~nt 
1. Child care (feeding, clothing, discipline, etc.) 3.00 
2. Reproduction or child bearing 
3. Food preparation 3.55 
4. Budgeting family income 3.41 
5. Buying clothes, food, household goods 3.76 
6. Home care; e.g. domestic chores such as 3.97 
minor carpentry or ironing 
7. Recreation and leisure time pursuits 4.03 
8. Sexual intercourse, physical aspects . 3.57 
9. Sexual intercourse, mental attitudes 3.24 
10. Intellectual pursuits 3.83 
11. Vocational readiness, job preparedness 3.62 
12. A philosophy of life 3.63 
13. Dealing with illness, diseases, handicaps 2.95 
14. Being able to provide an adequate income 3.39 
15. Adjustment to a higher income 3.93 
16. Adjustment to a lower income 2.88 
17. Affection giving and receiving 4.00 
18. Courtship practices, dating, necking, etc. 3.96 
19. Living with another person 3.73 
20. Living with a person of the opposite sex 2.95 
21. Making new friendships 4.05 
22. Maintaining friendships 4.14 
23. Resolving inter-personal conflicts 3.66 
24. Adaptability to new people 3.80 
25. Religious beliefs regarding marriage 4.05 
26. Breaking or reducing parental ties 3.75 
27. Planning long range goals 3.74 
28. Maintaining a lasting marital relationship 3.86 
Post-
Mean 
3.32 
3.67 
3.61 
4.04 
4.09 
4.25 
3.89 
3.76 
4.1'1 
3.93 
3.97 
3.22 
3.68 
4.02 
3.33 
4.34 
4.28 
4.05 
3.58 
4.20 
4.26 
3.93 
4.05 
4.39 
4.08 
4.01 
4.29 
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p 
.0035* 
.1814 
.0707 
.0064* 
.1715 
.0149* 
.0018* 
.0001 * 
.0033* 
.0012* 
.0017* 
.0130* 
.0032* 
.0637 
.0001 * 
.0003* 
.0010* 
.0026* 
.0001 * 
.0475* 
.0832 
.0064* 
.0082* 
.0008* 
.0028* 
.0013* 
.0001 * 
Statement 
TABLE XXVI (continued) 
Pre-
Mean 
Post-
Mean p 
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29. Ability to accept another's conventionality 
(manners, personal habits, etc.) 
3.63 3.91 .0055* 
30. Geographic mobility (moving to and living 
in an area or region with which you have 
had little experience 
31. Marriage as a whole 
NOTE a: The range of possible scores is 1 to 5. 
3.51 
3.55 
3.63 .2952 
3.80 .0001 * 
NOTE b: The statements are listed as they appear on the Female form of the survey. 
*p < .05 
Summary 
The result of the statistical tests for the four hypotheses were reported. These tests 
revealed that there is a significant difference between pretest and posttest marital readiness 
scores of students enrolled in a one-trimester "Christian Family" course, and there is a 
significant difference in the change in marital readiness of those students as compared to a 
control group. The tests did not indicate, however, a significant relationship between 
marital readiness and sex, and no significant difference was found in the change between 
pretest and posttest scores of males and females. While calculations revealed that marital 
readiness is significantly related to dating status, no significant difference was found in the 
change in marital readiness of students in various stages of courtship (i.e. not dating, 
dating several, dating one not seriously, dating steady, engaged). Finally, all four need 
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areas identified by the RMC (love, personality fulfillment, respect, communication) 
revealed significant differences between pretest and posttest scores and some differences 
were found between the subscores. There were, however, no significant differences in the 
changes between the subscores. Additional analysis indicated that the majority of the items 
on the survey instrument experienced significant increases in their means from pretest to 
posttest. 
CHAPTERV 
SUMl\1ARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A summary of the procedures and fmdings of the study are presented in the first 
section of this chapter. This summary will include a brief overview of the purpose and 
design of the study and the methods used to carry out the study. A synopsis of the major 
fmdings will also be included. Later sections of the chapter will present conclusions that 
are drawn from these major findings and recommendations of the researcher for those 
concerned with marital readiness and the effectiveness of family life education courses. 
Summary 
Marital readiness has been detennined to be significantly related to marital success 
(Sporakowski, 1968; Stinnett, 1969). It is the concept of marital readiness, and how it is 
impacted by a one-trimester "Christian Family" course, that is the major concern of this 
paper. 
Marital readiness is defmed as "the degree to which an individual is prepared to 
identify and meet the basic emotional needs of a marriage partner" (Stinnett, 1969, p. 684). 
Although this is a subjective assessment, it has been found to be a valid one, and one that 
is important to predicting marital success in terms of both quality and stability. 
Although most of the research is relatively old, a great deal has been conducted to 
evaluate the effectiveness of family life education courses (A very & Lee, 1964; Bardis, 
1963; Crosby, 1971; Duvall, 1965; Dyer, 1959; Finck, 1956; Gillies & Lastrucci, 1954; 
Moses, 1956). In spite of the indicated relationship between marital readiness and marital 
suc9ess, however, no studies have been conducted to evaluate the impact of a family life 
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education course on marital readiness as defined by Stinnett. Because that relationship was 
understood to be a significant one, and because most of the existing research was at least 
15 years old, the need for this study became apparent. 
All of the past studies reviewed revealed a significant positive change in knowledge 
and attitude of students who participated in a family life education course. In spite of those 
findings, however, the colleges and universities of our nation are being scrutinized more 
closely than ever as the divorce rate continues to climb. Some critics say that the 
institutions of higher education are not fulfilling their responsibilities to prepare students 
for marriage and family living (Byron, 1985). If this criticism is being made of all 
institutions of higher education, how much more the church-related institution. Yet, the 
only study of effectiveness at a church-related college was conducted more than 20 years 
ago (Bardis, 1963). It seems appropriate, even necessary, that a study such as the current 
one be conducted in order to assess the family life courses offered at such institutions so 
that an evaluation of their effectiveness might take place. 
The specific purpose of this study was to assess the impact of a "Christian Family" 
course on the marital readiness of the participants in the course. It was hoped that such a 
study would provide information for effective curriculum evaluation and planning, and 
development of teaching strategies designed to provide the students with better preparation 
for marriage. 
Procedures of the Study 
A quasi-experimental study was conducted utilizing two sample groups. An 
experimental sample of students was chosen from those enrolled in "Christian Family" 
during the Spring 1986 Trimester at Oklahoma Christian College. A second sample was 
chosen from those enrolled in one section of "Great Christian Doctrines." The second 
sample served as a control group. A survey instrument was administered to both groups 
of students at the beginning and again at the end of the trimester. The instrument contained 
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demographic data as well as the Readiness for Marital Competence (RMC) Index and the 
Marital Preparedness Instrument (MPI). The RMC was developed by Stinnett (1969), and 
the MPI was developed by Sporak.owski (1968), for the purpose of measuring marital 
readiness as reported by unmarried college students. The resulting scores are considered 
an indication of the readiness for marriage of the respondent. 
The pretest and posttest scores of the students were then tabulated, as well as the 
differences between those scores. Statistical tests, including the One-Way ANOV A, the 
correlated groups t-test, the Spearman rank order coefficient,Tukey's (HSD) test, and the 
a x s ANOV A were then used to determine if any difference existed: 
1a. between pretest and posttest scores of students in "Christian Family." 
1 b. between differences in pretest and posttest scores of students in "Christian 
Family" and those not in "Christian Family." 
2a. between pretest scores of males and females in "Christian Family." 
2b. between posttest scores of males and females in "Christian Family." 
2c. between changes in pretest and posttest scores of males and females in 
"Christian Family." 
3a. between pretest scores of students in "Christian Family" in various stages of 
courtship (i.e. not dating, dating several, dating one not seriously, dating 
steady, engaged). 
3b. between posttest scores of students in "Christian Family" in various stages of 
courtship. 
3c. between changes in pretest and posttest scores of students in "Christian 
Family" in various stages of courtship. 
4a. in pretest subscores, in the four need areas covered by the RMC (love, 
personality fulfillment, respect, communication), of students enrolled in 
"Christian Family". 
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4b. in posttest subscores, in the four need areas covered by the RMC, of students 
enrolled in "Christian Family". 
4c. in the change between pretest and posttest subscores, between the four need 
areas covered by the RMC, of students enrolled "Christian Family". 
Research Design 
The current study was a quasi-experimental study rather than a true experimental 
study. Isaac & Michael stated that the purpose of a quasi-experimental study is "to 
approximate the conditions of the true experiment in a setting which does not allow the 
control and/or manipulation of all relevant variables" (1981, p. 54). Control is of extreme 
importance in research, primarily for the protection of both internal and external validity, 
insuring that the findings of a study are due to experimental variables and not to something 
else. The ideal amount of control, however, is seldom possible. This is not a reason for 
the researcher to ignore the need for control, but a recognition of the limitations of any 
specific research design allows for more research to actually be conducted. 
Quasi-experimental research generally involves applied settings where it is not 
possible to control all the relevant variables, but only some of them (Isaac & Michael, 
1981). This was the case in the current study. Relevant variables which could not be 
controlled in this study included: (1) population size-- determined by enrollment; (2) 
presentation of the instrument -- presented by the instructors in an attempt to reduce 
research bias; (3) validity and reliability of instruments -- determined to be sufficient in 
previous studies; and (4) ability of the students to complete the instrument. These are all 
identified within the presentation of limitations, delimitations, and assumptions of this 
study. 
Perhaps the most important variable not controlled in this particular study was 
random selection of the samples. While random sampling does not guarantee that a sample 
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will be representative of a population, it does ensure that every member of the population 
has an equal chance of being selected for the sample (Jaccard, 1983). Without random 
sampling, then, this surety does not exist. Therefore, generalizations from the findings 
cannot be as extensive as when random sampling is present. The findings may, in fact, 
only be applied to the sample studied. 
Lack of control in sampling as occurred in this study, where randomization came 
only as a result of the enrollment process, is common to quasi-experimental research 
design. The first example given by Issac and Michael (1981) in their discussion of 
quasi-experimental research is of like design. While randomization is the ideal sampling 
technique, it is not always possible. When it is not possible, as in this study, the 
researcher and the reader must recognize the limits this places on the study and 
generalization from the study. 
Even though randomized sampling is generally the ideal, Isaac and Michael 
recognize the nonrandomized control-group pretest-posttest design as a valid one (1981, 
p.69). This design has the practical advantages of not disrupting a school's program and 
of conducting an authorized experiment without the subjects being aware of it. In addition, 
internal validity is said to be satisfactory if the groups have similar means and standard 
deviations in the pretest or if the experimental group has a lower pretest mean and a higher 
posttest mean than the control group. (In the present study, the experimental group had a 
pretest mean of 241.45 and a pretest standard deviation of 27.11. The control group had a 
pretest mean of 253.58 and pretest standard deviation of 26. 73. Analyzing these figures 
with a t -test reveals p =.0509 -- a significant difference. The reader should note, 
however, that the experimental group had a lower pretest score (241.45) and a higher 
posttest score (262.58) than did the control group (253.58 and 257.88)). Internal validity 
is further strengthened by the control group which checks for effects other than the main 
effect, and by the pretest/posttest record checking which controls mortality effects. With 
the lack of randomization, however, the possibility exists that some critical difference not 
reflected in the pretest is operating to contaminate the posttest data (Isaac & Michael, 
p. 70). 
Quasi-experimental research is conducted in the same manner as true experimental 
research. In quasi-experimental research, careful consideration must be given to each 
limitation of the study, and the findings and conclusions must be noted with these 
limitations in mind. Therefore, the delimitations, limitations, and assumptions of this 
study are restated here for the reader's consideration. 
Delimitations. Limitations. and Assumptions 
The following factors delimit the study: 
(1) Only one church-related school was included in the study. This school 
was in the state of Oklahoma. These findings are applicable to other 
institutions only in so far as this institution is representative of the other 
institutions of its type. 
(2) Only one type of family life education course, the "Christian Family", 
was included in this study. The findings of this study are only applicable to 
this type of course. 
(3) The majority of students involved in the study were college juniors and 
seniors. The findings of this study, therefore, should only be applied to 
students in similar developmental stages. 
This study will be limited by the following factors: 
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(1) The extent to which the samples of students drawn from the "Christian 
Family" classes are representative of the entire population of junior and senior 
students. 
(2) The extent to which the samples of students drawn from the second 
general education course are representative of the entire population of junior 
and senior students. 
(3) The extent to which the Marital Preparedness Instrument (MPI) and the 
Readiness for Marital Competence Index (RMC) adequately measure marital 
readiness. 
( 4) The ability of the respondents to identify their marital readiness by 
completing the :MPI and the RMC. 
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(5) The extent to which the respondents report their true feelings on the :MPI 
and the RMC. Since there is no penalty involved, students could report what 
they think their feelings should be rather than what their feelings actually are. 
The following asssumptions were necessary in order to conduct the study: 
(1) That the MPI and the RMC truly measure marital readiness. 
(2) That respondents will be able to understand and report their true feelings 
at the time of questioning. 
(3) That the study of marital readiness is a significant study because it has 
been shown to be related to marital success. 
(4) That the students enrolled in "Christian Family" at Oklahoma Christian 
College in the Spring Trimester, 1986, are representative of all classes of 
"Christian Family" at Oklahoma Christian College. 
Findings of the Study 
The primary research question was: What is the impact of an undergraduate level 
"Christian Family" course on the marital readiness of those students participating in the 
course for one trimester? The major finding of the study was that students in the 
"Christian Family" course made significant increases (p > .05) in marital readiness over 
the course of one trimester as reflected by scores on the MPI and the RMC. In addition, 
those students made significantly greater increases (p > .05) in marital readiness scores on 
the MPI and the RMC than did students in the control group who were not enrolled in 
"Christian Family." Both of these findings were expected from the review of past 
research. 
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Further analysis revealed no significant differences in males and females on either 
pretest or posttest scores, or in changes in scores. Likewise, no significant differences 
were found in changes in scores of students in various stages of courtship. There was, 
however, a significant relationship (p > .05) indicated between pretest and posttest scores 
and dating status, suggesting a relationship between marital readiness and dating status. 
Finally, while the changes between pretest and posttest scores in each need area as 
measured by the RMC (love, personality fulfillment, respect, communication) were 
significant, there were no differences in the rankings of the four areas from pretest to 
posttest. This finding was not consistent with what was expected. 
Conclusions 
Recognizing the limits of the study, and based on the findings of the study, the 
following conclusions can be drawn. 
1. The fact that the control group experienced significantly less increase in marital 
readiness than did the experimental group indicates that the increase noted in the 
experimental group was probably due to more than maturity. Therefore, it is concluded 
that the "Christian Family" course at Oklahoma Christian College is effective in increasing 
marital readiness in students participating in the course. This conclusion is consistent with 
that of similar research studies of the past (Avery & Lee, 1964; Bardis, 1963; Crosby, 
1971; Duvall, 1965; Dyer, 1959; Finck, 1956; Gillies & Lastrucci, 1954; Moses, 1956). 
2. The fact that no significant differences were noted between the scores of males 
and females indicates that the marital readiness scores in this study were not related to sex. 
Therefore, it is concluded that marital readiness of college juniors and seniors is not related 
to sex. This is consistent with Sporakowski (1968), but not with Moses (1956) or 
Stinnett, Hall, and Walters (1973). 
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3. The fact that a signficant relationship was indicated between pretest and posttest 
scores and dating status in this study indicates that marital readiness was related to dating 
status. Threrfore, it is concluded that marital readiness of college juniors and seniors is 
related to dating status. This is consistent with Moses (1956), Sporak:owski (1968), and 
Stinnett (1969). 
4. The fact that the changes in scores in each need area as measured by the RMC 
were significant in this study leads to the conclusion that students feel more prepared to 
fulfill certain types of needs in a future mate than other types of needs. They feel most 
prepared to fulfill the need of love, and least prepared to fulfill the need of personality 
fulfillment. This is consistent with the Stinnett, Hall, and Walters study of 1973. 
Recommendations 
Recommendations for Family Life Instructors 
With the indicated significance of the relationship between marital readiness and 
marital success, family life instructors must take a renewed interest in their courses and in 
their students. All research studies have indicated that family life courses can have a 
significant effect on the students who participate. Therefore, family life educators should 
do everything within their power to make sure the courses are as effective as possible. 
Specifically, family life educators should: 
1. Evaluate their course materials and make sure they cover the major areas related 
to the quality and stability of marriage as indicated by the literature. It is likely that every 
family life instructor could improve the effectiveness of his/her course by conducting a 
thorough evaluation and then acting upon his/her own findings. 
2. Conduct periodic studies, perhaps similar to the current study, which would 
give them an update on the effectiveness of the course and the areas which need more 
coverage. 
3. Take a special interest in the students and recognize the validity of their 
subjective responses to the course. Carl Rogers (1951) has indicated that student 
self-evaluation is the most effective of all evaluations in a student centered course. 
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4. Recognize the noted effectiveness of this type of course and realize the effect it 
may have on the student for the rest of his/her life. Prepare each class period with the 
significance of that time in mind. 
Recommendations for Students 
Likewise, students who are interested in their own future marriage should take note 
of the indications of research of the effectiveness of family life education. The college 
student who wishes to prepare for marriage in the most thorough way possible should: 
1. Recognize the effectiveness of family life courses and enroll in such courses 
throughout his/her college career. 
2. Put forth his/her best effort while participating in such courses. No matter how 
much preparation the instructor has made, the effectiveness of the course still depends on 
the student and what personal effort is exerted in the course. While the overall sample in 
the present study increased significantly in marital readiness, there were those students in 
the sample who experienced no change or a decrease in marital readiness (n=11). 
At best, it is difficult to dissect out of the complexity of an individual's life and 
educational experience the effect that a particular course may have. What a student is 
when he completes a given course is highly colored by what he was when he 
entered. (Bowman, 1952, p. 262) 
3. Encourage others to participate fully in family life courses, especially 
prospective mates. Remember that marriage takes two people, and marital stability is 
greatly dependent upon the commitment of both (Blood, 1962). As more students 
participate in this type of course, there will be more chance for those who marry to be 
"ready" for marriage. 
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4. Give productive feedback to the instructor. He/she can improve the course only 
if he/she is made aware of the most effective strategies and the problems. 
Recommendations for Future Researchers 
Further research is recommended in the area of effectiveness of family life education 
courses, and particularly their effect on marital readiness. Specifically, research is 
recommended to: 
1. Further support or refute the fmdings of this study regarding the increase in 
marital readiness as effected by the "Christian Family" course. In particular, studies are 
needed that consider the effects of "Christian Family" or similar courses at other 
church-related schools. 
2. Study the effectiveness of other types of family life courses at church-related 
schools. Many schools.also offer family life courses in Home Economics, Psychology, 
and/or Sociology. These courses should be evaluated to note their effectiveness in 
increasing marital readiness. 
3. Compare the effectiveness of "Christian Family" courses and other family life 
courses at church-related schools in increasing marital readiness. 
4. Study the effectiveness of family life courses at other institutions of higher 
education. Since the majority of past research is 15 years old and older, it is appropriate to 
once again consider this problem. 
5. Compare family life courses at church-related colleges or universities and state 
colleges or universities. Such a study might yield information as to what teaching 
approaches are most effective, and with which to plan more effective teaching strategies. 
6. Determine if the change in marital readiness of students in a family life course is 
a lasting phenomenon. 
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7. Conduct a more thorough analysis of the types of individual items on the RMC 
and NIPI surveys, giving special attention to the differences between those found to have 
significant changes and those showing nonsignificant changes. 
8. Develop and test methods for improving the educational process that teaches the 
tasks necessary to build a marriage of high quality and stability. 
9. Develop more complete research instruments for the evaluation of marital 
readiness. 
Because of its recognized relationship to marital success, the study of marital 
readiness is one of the most important studies in family life education today. Our nation 
continues to be concerned with the increasing divorce rate, and continues to search for 
answers to the problem of unstable and low quality marriages. As institutions of higher 
education strive to prepare young people for their future, including their future in marriage, 
a search for effective programs is important to that goal. Educators, employers, and 
community leaders have all recognized the importance of better family life, and are 
interested in finding ways to evaluate and improve family life and family life programs. 
The study of one family life course in one institution is simply a beginning in the search for 
stronger marriages, stronger families, and eventually stronger communities. 
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APPENDIX A 
COURSE SYLLABUS AND SELECTED MATERIALS 
FOR THE CHRISTIAN FAMILY COURSE 
AT OKLAHOMA CHRISTIAN COLLEGE 
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THE ClG.lSTI..\~1 FANII.'! 
Spr~ng 1986 
BL 34 U-0 t 
-02 
11:00 ~1\.;F 
2:00 M'..IF 
Dr. Lynn A. McMlllon 
MC 1J4; ex:. 248 
(CL) Clinebell, Howard and Charlotte. The Intimate Marria~e. New 
York: Harper, 1970. 
(~H) Wheat, ~d and Gaye. Intended for Pleasure. Old Tappan: Revell, 
1977. 
('..!R) \-:right, H. Nor:nan. Co=unication: Key !o Your ~!ar:·iage. Glen-
dale: G/L Regal, 1974. 
DA7F. 
Jan. 
Feb. 
LECTURE TOPICS 
6 Scriptural Principles on Dating and Marriage 
8 Types of Dating Relationships 
10 PIL'1 "What I Need To K.rtow About Dar:ing" 
13 ~reaking Up Is Hard To Do 
15 Major Factors Influencing Mate Selection 
17 FILl'! "How To Know When I Am In Love" 
20 
22 
24 
29 
31 
3 
5 
7 
10 
12 
lt. 
17 
19 
21 
Major Theories of Mate Selection 
Sequential Theories of Mate Selection 
14 Keys to Distinguish Infar:uation from Love 
The Psychological D:mamics of Relationships 
What Is Engagement and wna:: Should It Accomplish 
TEST ill 
Scriptural Principles of Marriage 
The Ituportance of Marrying Within 
FILl{ "How To Know When I A~ Ready 
The Husband's Role as Head of the 
!he Wife's Role of Submission 
One's Faith 
for 1-'.arriage" 
Family 
Portrait of the Ineal Woman - Proverbs 31 
~rks of !~maturity 
~jar Issues tha: Commonly Threaten Marriage 
Developing Ef:ect:i•Je Communication 
24 Developing EfEec::i•Je Communicar:ion (Part 2) 
25 TEST 112 
28 How To Express Love to a Mate 
Mar. 3 Coping With Conflict in Marriage 
5 Characterisr:ics of Happily and Unhappily Married 
7 People 
17 aealistic Expectar:ions In Marriage 
19 Eighr: Skills ~ecessary to A Successful Marriage 
21 The Wedding Ceremony and the Honeymoon 
READINGS 
WR 1-,1.6 
CL 179-202 
WR 159-190 
WR 17-30 
WR 31-50 
WR 51-64 
WR 65-80 
CL 87-102; 
WR 81-98 
WR 99-136 
WR 137-158 
CL 1-22 
CL 23-40 
CL 41-64 
CL 65-86 
c. "'-b~JL241"The Challenges of r:he Firsr: Year of Marriage 
I 26Le.-t.Lg iHC,I .. fl-LdQS jt}p {~A/ .;:.t4"'f1L'{ S'/'"IU~$$.£S 
28 TF.S'!' il3 
Apr. 7 Se:wal Differences Bet:·.o~een :1en and Women 
9 
11 
14 
The Divine Na::ure of Human Sexuality 
The Role of Sexual Intercourse In liarriage 
The Role of Sexual Intercourse In Marriage 
16 "Developing :nnancial Responsibility" 
18 The Place of Children in the Home 
Ftnal ?::tam 
CL 134-159; 
\.11{4,1,2 
WH 9; 
CL 134-159 
WH 3, 5 
WH 14, 15, 
16 
CL 160-178 
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COURSE REQ~IR~~E~TS 
DAILY QUIZZES. Each Monday a quiz will be given over the tape played 
the previous ~eek, the lecture notes for that day and 
the previous class meeting and any reading for that day. 
Quizzes on Wednesdays and Fridays will be over the 
lecture notes for that day and the previous class 
period, and any assigned reading for that day. The two 
lowest grades will be dropped. 20% 
EXA:-!S. Each of the four major exa;ns is coaprehensive and coun:s 20~~. 
NOTEBOOK. A comprehensive notebook is required for the course. It is 
to contain three clearly marked sections. 
I. Class lecture notes. 
II. Supplemental material compiled by the student on 
dating, marriage and fa~ily, e.g., tapes, articles, 
etc. 
The notebook will count as 5 daily grades. A notebook will 
receive an A (100) only if it is typed, well-organized and 
thorough. B (90), C (80), D (70), F (0) • 
ME~ORY VERSES. 7he following verses will be called for by memory at 
announced ti:nes such as daily quizzes or exa;ns: 
GR_-\DI~lG SCALE. 
Gen. 2:2~; Prov. 31:10-12; Song of Solomon 8:6-7; 
Xa.lachi 2:14; Matt. 5:31-32; !1att. 19:3-9; I Cor. 7:3-5; 
Eph. 5:21-25; I Thess. 4:3-5; Heb. 13:~; I Pet. 3:1-4; 
I Pet. 3:7. 
A ~ 92-100 
B = 83-91 
c 72-82 
D = 60-71 
~ ~ 59 and Below 
106 
THE CHRISTIAN FAMILY -- COURSE OBJECTIVES 
1. The student will be able to identify healthy and unhealthy relationships and tell why. 
2. The student will be able to relate scriptural principles to marriage. 
3. The student will be able to explain all aspects of marital sexuality. 
4. The student will be able to make a responsible fmancial budget for a newly married 
couple. 
5. 'I!'te student will be able to explain the various theories of attraction. 
6. The student will be able to explain the purposes of dating and engagement for marital 
preparation. 
Prepared by Lynn A. McMillon 
TIB\V J9EJ I KNEl\V? 
Student Sheet 
WHAT I NEED TO KNOW ABOUT D . ; TING 
5 St3ges of dating: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
1. A TIME TO ENJOY SOCIAL COMPANIONSHIP 
2. GIVES A MORE MATURE U:'IJDEiiSTANDING OF SELF 
Life goals-
Values-
S~lf-reliance-
3. OPPORTUNITY TO ADAPT SELF TO ANOTHER PERSONALITY 
4. DISCOVERS DIFF=REi'JCE SETWEE:i'J MALE AND FEMALE 
Petting 
5. 3EGINNING OF THE FINAL SEPARATION FROM PARENTS 
6. TO SELECT A LIFE PARTNER 
Danger signals in dating 
@) 1942 :~v '-"""A . ..,.eM Ilion, t::oa Slmt, Ellmonc, OK :"JOJ4. :trLntea ~"u.s.A. All rlqnts rn•r ... •d. 
f1'1e DuCIIsner 1r~nn nqnu !O regroauc• tni" o•q• ro, <::.1o1n .,.se ~:uy. Not tor re1•••· 
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lOS 
@ 1-lEl\V EEl i ~1'4!9\lJ? ' 
Student Sheet 
DA Tl NG CASE STUDY 
Mark and Kathy 
Mar<. 17. and Kathy, 17, have been dating steadily for nearly a ·rear now. :'.lark dated or.e o:.'1er girl before he star:ed dat'ng 
Kathy, but he is :he first serious boyfriend she has had. They attend the same hign sc~ocl and take as many classes :oge:her as 
possible. They also attend the same church. This ~ast year they have spent almost ail of :heir :ir..e with each other. As a reswl: 
neith~r of them has very many close friends Jnymcre. Furthermore. they attend very few ::oc!":ool or church activities either. They 
say ~!"":e•t Con't !ike :he Jc:i·o~ities at school or churc!"!. 
Both of :hem admi.t that they have allowed petting to oec:1me an increasingly !arger par: of their relationship. They describe 
their ty;:ic.JI da:e Js goir.g to a movie, sometimes an 11 R11 , then getting sometning to eat and :hen parking til time to go in. They 
have mace se•,eral attemo!s to stop :he pewr.g, ~ut tiJeir resolves do '10t last vert long. Thev co not feel especially good abcu t 
pe:::ng :::ur they ha;·e ratoonali~ed :hat :hey do seem :o love each other. They say :hey do not <"ow Jny other ways to cc.anse :heir 
OJ::ng ~at::?rns so Js to pre•1ent the ;;r::~1ng. They do not ;,ave any other ;~laces ~o go or Jn'f ot~.:-r ~aople !0 do things with. 
2. L:st :nree reJsons for your answer. 
( 1) 
(2) 
(3) 
3. L'st some ~ositive suggestions to i1eip \larlt and Kathy. 
(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
TlS\rV EE I ~\rJEJW? 
Student Sheet 
HOW DO I KNOW 'NHEN I AM IN LOVE? 
pefinitions of !eve: I Cor. 1 J :4-7 
1. HAVE I DATED ENOUGH TO BE OVER THE INFATUATION? 
2. HOW MUCH ALIKE ARE THE TWO OF YOU? 
,· 
3. DO YOU SATISFY EACH OTHER'S DEEPEST E,\10TIONAL NEEDS? 
4. HOW EFFECTIVE IS YOUR COMMUNICATION? 
5. WHAT PRODUCES CONFLICT IN YOUR RELATION? 
6. DO YOU FEEL GENUINE COMMITTMENT TO HIM/HER? 
7. WHAT DO YOUR FAMILY AND FRIENDS SAY? 
8. HOW HAS THE RELATION AFFECTED YOUR PERSONALITY? 
@ l'l82 :tv L.ynn ~. Yc:MIIIon, 1208 Sim\, E~..,ond, OK 7J0l4. J)ortrn•O In U.S . .,lr,. All rl~rHs r•w,..eCI. 
rn• ou.OII\n•r lt•nt, r1qnn to reproczuc• tnlt i:l•9" tor tl.au ~s• only. Not for rew1•. 
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fJ[f\f\7 19£9 I f\N[:J\\7? 
Student Sheet 
LOVE CASE STUDY 
JOHN AND CINDY 
About three months ac;;o ..!ann. 19. Jnd Cindy, 18, met one af:erncon a: ::,e tennis courts and su!:seq..:en~ly t~gan dating 
steadily. They have now be~n dJting thr~e months and this past we~k dec:Ced ~~ :-narr·1 :none more month. They both sincerely 
beiieve ~hey love each other. 
Jonn hJS Oeen ;JOCular ;n h!S crowd. lnd c;ndy describes him JS the "bes~-:oc.~ing guy she knOW5, 11 During ~~eir courtship Cindy 
has notic~d :hat John seems !O Je :?njoying :Jik1ng with other girls. In fact, t•.vice sir.ce :hey tlegan dating .!ohn has :aken two other 
girls out, but Cindy sees these as harmless: ~art of John's social, Inanely na:ure. Jonn makes friencs easily and is an outgoing 
ce:-son. He spend~ much more :ime ·.\lit:'l hi'i friends then he does at home. He and his mother don't seem to >;et along very ·.·,ell. 
Jonn has attended church ·.vi~h c;ndy se·,e:-J! :1mes; he doesn't put up .J. fuss; he ~ust Ccesn 't seem very interested. 
c:nd•1 is 3 quiet person; she ;:ncs :: J btt ;:if:ic:..~it to reJch out to ot:1drs 3nd make frienCs; however, those who know Mer seem to 
:ii<e :1er. Altnough she ~i:is -::!~:~s. ;.:Jme :::e:ore, she has had only one serious ::CJv7:-:end t:efore John. 'Nhi!e she reccgr.izes ~hat John 
c:;~sn': se~m 'Jery interes::?d ::1 ·:!igion :-i;:1t :-:ow, Cindy be!ie•Jes that :n ::me _je will want :o become 3 Chris:1an. She is also aware 
:hat ~a drinks on the -. ..,.e~'<e:lcs. Sho? ~eeis :~at :.Jii! noo in time vo~ith :-.er ;:1f:t.;~~ce on him. She savs Jonn ;::ays more atte!"!tion :a 
her :ilan anv boy ~ver hJs, 3r:c so ~he =~iie·,~s :h.H she cJn use !1er inf 1 ~.;e:-:ce ~o ;et him :o change some of his habits. Two of her 
girltr1enCs have told her :r.ey =en': :hi11k :i:"":e ,jnd John are "ri~nt" for !aCh ot.O,er.· :ut she :hinks they are only sayir.g :hat because 
they are jealous :hey c::cn': '':and 11 h1m . 
.Jonn JC.mires C:ndy's char:;c:~r. s;,e Jnd ~er family are faithful C!1ris:ians. Hs feels she is the nicest girl he has ever dated. Cindy, 
on :ne other hand, is flattered "JY 311 the ar:ention John gives her above :he other ::;iris, and "he makes me feel so s~ecial." John 
:-e3!1v doesn't see Jnything · . ...-rcr:g ·.<Jith his "nar:-niess'' weekend drini<.ing, '='u: he :-:?s~ec:s Ci'ndy's stand against drinking. 
Recently hired by a .j:-ii!ing :;:::,moany. Jchn hopes to be bringing :n a ~Jirl't ;ood saiar;. and C:nd'l wiil graduate from :,igh 
sc;,ooi in two weeks. Thev plJn ~o =:e married soon Jf~er ~hat. 
1. Does ...!oMn love c:nd•t? ;xplain 'lOUr Jnswer. 
2. Does Gindy love John? :.xo1Jin ·lour ans·.ver. 
3. '.Vhat observations do you hoJve on their relationship? 
~. 'Nhat do you recommenc!? 
® !982 :)"~' L·J"" .J... "-'tc.,.•llon. 1:oe Slm'l, S:t:~mona. OK 730J.a, ""'""a in U.S.A. All rlr;nu ,.,.,..,.cs. 
i:"l• ;Juornner ]ro~nu .,..,,u ~o recroauc:e 1nu ;)•o;~• tor cuu u~• only. Not tor reu1•. 
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Student Sheet 
HOW DO I KNOW WHEN I AM READY FOR i\1ARRIAGE? 
Introduction: 
1. Marria!ie is not for everyone 
2. Marriage is a covenant 
1. WHY DO I WANT TO MARRY? 
2. AM I READY TO BE INDEPENDENT FROM MY PARENTS? 
· 3. AM I E:'<!OTIONALLY MATURE ENOUGH? 
4. DO I UNDERSTAND MYSELF AND ."\'1Y BACKGROUND? 
5. AM I READY TO SHARE EVERYTHING WITH A SPOUSE? 
6. DO I ACCEPT GOD'S ROLE FOR HUSBAND AND WIFE? 
@ 1982 oy '-'~""A. \4cMIII011, 12.05 Sims, e:amona, OK 73034. Pflnted in U.S.A. All rlq:"ts reserv•d. 
T'ne ouCIIsn•r 1ro1nu nqnts to '"proauce tnls g.aljle tor c1u1 use :~nly. Not ~or rew1e. 
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Student Sheet 
MARRIAGE CASE STUDY 
Lyle and Debbie 
Lyle, ::!0, is fi~ishing ~is junior year in college. Five months ago he met Debbie, 18, whil~ he was home from college for :he 
weekend. They have now dated for :hat five months. Two months ago they decided :o get married and set the wedding date for one 
month from now. Thoush both agree that Lyle is more serious about his religion than is Debbie. 
Lyle grew up in a family in which his parents ;at along with each other fairly well. He remembers his father as an independent 
sort of person 'Nho often seemed to ;et involved in his own projects. His mother seemed to accept his ways and go on. Lyle has now 
been away from heme for 3 years going to coile';e and workir.g in the summers. He feels very c!osa to his mot.'"ler, ~ven protective at 
times. He likes his freedom as a single man and enjoys having fun with his friends. He thanks :hat marriat;e will be okay too. He 
feels that he is ready :o marrt Debbie because he :eves her and is strongly attracted to her physicolly. He describes their communi· 
cation as get~ing ber:er all of :he time. The main _:,rcblem that ~e $ees is that Debbie is jealous of ~is close relation ·.vith his mother. 
Debbie :s Jlso jeaious of :;)ther '/Oung women JL :ir.1es. 
Debbie has ~een working during this last year of her hi<;r~ 'chocl. She ~lans to kee~ on worki~g cather than attend coilege. She is 
a beautiful girl with a nica ~ersonalit'f. Sh~ is ·Jert excitad lbout gening married ;nd has spen: alot of time planning :he wedding 
and deciding how :o dec::~rate their apartment after they are married. Debbie 1s ~o!.'"ler and fath~r :!ivorc~d 'Nhen she was 13. She is 
also verr close :o her mot.~er but now is ready :o !eave home and ge: married. She :hinks :hat ~yie is the !::est looking and nicest 
boy she has ever dated. At. :imes she !s jeaious becJuse other girls pay so much attention to him. She. however, feeis !uck•t that she 
is the one who is marr,ing him. The only ar<;uments :hey have had have been about Debbie's ;~alousy and Lyle's c!oseness to his 
mother. There have oniy =:een a few arguments and :hey have been in the last two months. 
1. What would !::e the best direction for Lyle and Debbie :o follow? 
Marry as scheduled 
Do not ;et married at all 
Marry only after ~re-marital counseling 
Postcone the marriage 
2. Explain your answer. 
3. What do you sug£est to help Lyle Jnd Debbie? 
•'S) ~gs2 ':IY t_ynn A. ~cMUion, 1208 Slmt. Edmon~. OK 73034. ~lnUd In u.:.A: ~II rlqnts rt~MN•d. 
Tne ct.~b•unar li'""ts nqnts to rearocuc• tnls .:J•Q• tor c1us .JS• only . ...,ot or r•w••· . 
,\-.~·;i.e..! on iJ...1ti:--.g f::~::1 Colle!SL~ J· . .::1i.:....::::~; to :::;,~:..:; D::u':.:.:~~~!:":..i a:\d Sistt.:!::s in 
:unior and Senior }!i~~ Sch=al. 
l. Keep you: p~iarities str~ight. 
2. God should ah:.:;.ys be fi:::st and fo:·::!:nost in you: lift!/relationship, 
3. Don •: c;:-ow 1..!? a::.y fa.s~~r than you hLl".te to! 
with sc~e o~~e= f=i~nds. Kee? you~ ~cra:s, 
for it. 
1-ihen you do go on dates go · 
people will respect you 
4. Don't. be a-=-=-=,:; o: it. I k:l.C'..J it's ve::::~~ scJ.ry but it's a lot of fun, 
so don't ·stay at ho~e because you'r~ afraij, get to know people. 
5. Have st:::ang :::or3.l standards, and don't ever get into a situation whe:::e 
you'll be te~pted to go past wh8re you've drawn the line, 
6. Don't date till high school, and then d3.te fo::: fun, lightly, not 
seriously. 
7. Be ca:::ef·..:l of l::ecc:::ing too phjsical. I<:. ~happen to you. If it 
-does aC:..~i ~ .:. t anC :ac~ u:: to yo'J:' inis-:a~e.. L:on' t try to hi. de it. 
a. Set you= s~anCa=~s a~d ~, for a~y re~s~~, lower them cr c~ange 
t=:.er.t. 
9. Be assured that dating is not marriage but a way to get to k~ow the 
other sex; therefore, date many differen~ people and find out wha~ 
you like before :::a::::iage. 
10. If you real~y ~and res=ect him/he: you can wait until after 
you're ~rried fer sex. 
11. Don't let t~e ~e:son you're dati~g beco~e t~e total cen~er of you: 
life. Don't let all of your activities, thoughts, friends, etc 
re•;olve arou:'ld tl'lat ot:-.er person. Still be your own person with you: 
own se':. of val'..:es and standards. 
12. Hold bac~ sexually. This will ~a~e sex mere enjoyable later and 
will develop a g:-eater trust and .sharing expe:::ience . ..,.i th your mate. 
13. ~urn every relationship over to the Lord whether it be a si~ple 
friendship or a romantic relationship. 
14. Don't settle for scmeone who lacks the most important qualites you 
want in a ::~ate. 
15. Do not gi•.re in to mental or physical force on a date, or don't give 
yourself '..1? for anyone. You . .,.ill be :m•c:-t, :r.uch hap~ier if you don't, 
I promise! 
16. Try to avoid spending time alone in or=er to avoid getting into hea~/ 
petting and beyond. Co to football ga:nes, restaurants, etc, Don't 
open a door to guilt by getting involved sexually. 
17. Date as many as you can and don't be ~:raid to break up. Wait to 
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pic:< a ~ate! 
col:!.uge age. 
You change so much from :~e time you're in hi;h school--
Take your tim~ in choosing a steady. 
18. Take t~i~gs slow a~d easy. 
19. Don't t=y to g=ow up too fast. It's a great te~ptatio~ to want to be 
a~ "Adult" and it is very easy to get caught up i:1 beha'lior that looks 
adult, but it's not the ~ehavior that ma~es you an adult. 
20. Date around a lot before getting serious with sc~ecne, so you'll 
kno·,... for sure, exactly the kind of person you're lco~i:-.g for. 
2.!.. I:1 dati:-,g try not to get so involved physically that you'll start 
pet-:ing or sta:-t co"" ... '":\!. t: ~i:1g sexual in tercou=se. Tr'i' to foc~s on 
_more of the i~tellectual part of the relationship. 
22. Don't get into any serious relationships; just ha·:e fun dates and 
sa'le your serious ones for later years. 
23. Do not get so involved wit~ a girlfriend/boyfrien= to the extent of 
ignori:~g other friends. 
24. Don't think t::.a~ you '..:ill h.a.•;e t-~ rna=ry t.he fi=-st perscn t;,.at co:n~s 
a:cng. There w:L~ be ot~e=s af:er them. 
Date as ~any p12cple as possible, that is, different t::•::es a: people. 
26. Make each time out a lear:~ing experience. 
2 7. Lear:1 to de•.relop self-control and discipline. 
28. Ccn't date just one person. Date around so that ycu can see the 
di:ferences in people. 
29. Can't become serious w:..th the first on-=: to co:::e around--Date ot!'le.rs! 
30. Get to k:~ow the person before you start to get serious--co~~unicate 
with them. 
31. :Jon • ~ gee t:co dee!:J~Y i!"'.vol·;eC. 
friends of both sexes. Keep it 
:<ee? de":elop :..::.s-
light and f·.:.n. 
rela -:ions:-~ips wi~~ 
NCTE: The aoo•J'e .,...ords of advic.e •were given t:ov"!mber l, 1982 by Dr. Lynn 
McMillon's Ch.r:..s~ia~ F~~ily class at Oklahoma Chris~ian College, to t~e 
Hocst~n ~=ea Christian tee~s. 
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KANSAS Si ATE DE?ARi.'viENT OF HEALTH 
j\-IATEKNAL~AND_CHILD HEALTH"· 
. HUMAN SEXUALITY 
. . . 
THE 35 ,\\OST PREVALENT MYTHS 
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(Ocsed d~ incorrect sc~r:=s in SKAI & CjU~s~icn.s submiitcd in writing' ~t residence hall discussion 
programs.) · . ' · · .- · . - . . 
1. It is pcss:ulc! ;,,r .:1 men to tell.if o.womcn is a .-irrJin b'l.having interco~..;rsc with her. 
2. An abortion .,.,_,uld or.""i's.be (.<;>~~ctcbleby c men ot in~arco~rse. 
3. The Iorge~· ~he brecsts tl-.e: rno~c sc:n_-cll;' ::rcuse:J a woman is capable of becoming. 
4. Women are not inately as sex~:nl!y r~~pc:1sive cs ro:en. · · 
5. Women ore not usual!)' cble to hn~c more then one orgasm inc sexual episode. 
6. It is impossible·to become pregnant without having hod intercour~e. 
7. A women is considered c virgin if the men has wi~hdrown before eieculation cr if intercourse 
takes place during menst:-Uotion. : :· . · · 
8. It is not ?:mible to become pregnon~ ct. the fJrst intercourse.· . 
9. '! c;inal fr.cms ere one :;, f ~he mcs t e ifec tive Forms or contrcccption. 
10. There is a p:ll fer. m~n now ovcilablc without pres-:ription. · · 
11 • Douching c~ci wi thdrc;wcl. ere rei icble forms of contraception. 
12. A women ccnnct become pregnant three ~ays before, af~er, or dvdng her menst;ucl period--
the so-c~!I~d ~·~fe 11 period~ 
13. ~~uininc ::!1-:l ;:cst~roil:will ind~ce abortion • 
. 1·:. Abortion cannot be ~=fely perfc~m~d beyond rhe 12th week. 
15. !rleg~! cbc~ricns ore checpe!r .:md easier 'to set then legal therapeutic or:cs. 
16. Tha ~i:z:.:: of ~he penis is on impcrtcnJ fcc tor in ._the plea sur~ a worr.cn receives in intercourse. 
17. It is pcssibie to t~ll he\',; large en erection omen willhove ~y kn?wing the si::e oF his penis 
in o flcc::id (non-erect) stc te. . - _ . · : · . ·. .- · ·. . . · 
13. 3lcc!<• hc·1e !crs;er genitals end ere rr:ore ~irile thi:n whites.· . 
19. You cc:n t~ll the size of a rr:on's geni:cls by his height end body bui!.d. 
20. AI rnc.•t ell men are non-virgins at :ncrricge. . 
21 • ,\-\cstur'.:;::tion f~r men· end wom~n is physicolly _hormiul. · 
22. A covp!e must experience simul~aneous orgosm to hove.a.satisfcc!ory sexual·relotionship .• 
23. Intercourse ;::ri~r to marriage isneC:es:;cry_to determine ifacouplewill be sex.uolly compatible. 
24. The grectcst incidence of intciccurie among college-level adults tokes oicce with the men 
eb~ve the women ("mc!e svpericr ;:o~ition").· · .· · . ·.. ' .· ·. ·.. . ·. 
25. Orcl-genitol sexual activity is considered o perversion for hurr.cns. · . · . 
26. It is normal for sexual activity in :Oth men and women to decline. in the_ir 30's, end be. expected 
to end in their late '50's or 60's. . · · · 
27. Women lese their interest in sexual activity following men~pouse. · . . 
23. It is net uncommon .for o·.covole in intercourse to set stuck together end :,e ur:ob'!e to sepcrcte 
unti I there is loss of erectio~. : . .. · · _·: . ·. · ·- : . . . · . ' ·. ·.. · :· '~ ·. . 
2'?. "Crabs" is o venereal disease. . 
20. V. D. c::n be contrcc!'ed irom ~ci!et ~~ots in oubli~ rest ~ooms ·~ 
31. It is impossible to get sy.phi !lis by French kis;in;:;:with on infected p~rscn. ~: 
32. 'I. D. is primarily o disease· o.f'lhe inner-urbori;_· lower _ecor.omie- ·popu lotion·. 
33. Spcnish ;:(y wi II cou$e a ·pcmon to Sccorr.e ·uncontrol!obly _aroused~ · ·. ·' _ ·: 
31,. Th~rc ere certain commonly cvcilcble reeds (cphrcdisiacs) tb.1t will inc~ec:e ~exual potency •. 
35. The Univcrsi~i' puts salt peter in the resic!~·ncc_.holl food to les:en :ax~:d d~sire:· . . 
. . .. 
... 
·. 
·!"· .. 
T!lc ·fl11l,~·~.:in).: fnfor~fltivn J.r; hc1~· .. ;J rri1 th~ study nf T..42-::i::; 1\!rt-F!n in 
?~·yc:::ol~:~icnl Fu•:tn-r;:; in ~'nrit.:t!. ~ 1;li1!•ir:t~~~· 
2. !71':fcrt : .. :i~·Hi r:ltci:t:rl~s frorn oth;;.'"!rs. 
J. ~=c~'t rlef~n~tv~. 
!; • :~ot HP.duly c~r:c;erneci r.l)O\lt i~p=~·s!'l5.n::~ ot 1l~Ls - ti,~~! f~el FTr.:od :t~•cut 
t:1C~SC.!.VeSa 
~. rcn't lonl! nt s~cinl r~lacicnship~ 11s rivals. 
r-.. •\r~ c.nopc-:-a ti v.:-. 
7. j\~c~:'!: tl~~ ~~t;1.;r;in~ of stthl'"'i.~.:;;i.c~,. 
1;~. r,,:~c:! e~--~-:c:-i.::r;;::~:~ ~~'!1\:. h-:-.;_r:; r.'~.\··,·.;.~l!r":.:: t.·:: c~~(·:'!"'~ 5o 
1 L. r..,r::!:~i: a~C-~Ji" ~~·r~i": ~ .. n:-!..· - ~n~ :;e~-;~.'\cti-0~ L:;ts, jt!:;t r..~-.:r-ful. 
;:-'~! ..... 1 i~'\("~ ,-:~ ~~-::.n~:J._•: ~...£'.:_~ 
l. C\"':Ci.,C-:~~.:~.'1~ ;t'!!fi l~t:-lP!::t.~~ .. 
~ • !!i ~~ ~l &1:: -~ -?:""a~ i c~ P.l: y· ;; t:::~h i. ~ :: n ~ d ·~ :1~ t" ~·:. ;:,: r.:!!:-;:- r"~r-., ~ c ~ ~~!C:?~~ :..!'e s .. 
~"• The:.• ~::!!'!OP:1~!":lt:.: pc~i~i~~·~ "r:~:t~:~l.:s :nt-:.~-:~~!1 urd~-:r-r::.vi~:.!c1 ;:::::~ 
~·~ :~r.·1.c • 
5. T~-e·~ 4\ ::":! sel !-en~: f! dt!::~. 
(,. TL~"~ t::'!'·d r:c i:.~l-;.; jni:i.::ti"',re A!:'~ 2P~,J~r,:;!1ir ... 
i. r:hcy :;~~G~·· .:l:::~:t!tit'~ i:C t1i!ot~~·i 1;4 .. 
~-.'~ S(, i.P l ::::-~.~! . i ~-··_. .,...,('::"C'J.., t:~t;!: ·L ,,,_: ~: 
at-~:. !:tiL:.~ :":1'.-·.·n:d:; !·~.!.1;".1. ·~Jo. 
('P~: f.:"~·~S: ·.'!: ~:r-:;-.:.~~ .. ~i l·t ~·n:--::i~r: L1.i"··~r~ 
-!.-.--.; ;!!"ti-:-,-.l_,l--.-C-;·;f',·;-:l -=-u.::p-;.'"c;.!rf'ict ·&h 1•:: .:.~,.,d !-1-~!~·~ 
:n ... ,:: ~!"!t"2 :::.,r..se r;.rh 1 ~=rt-5.;-~·,:r. 
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1. Ten~ to te ~oc~~. 
2. Ft?~l scci:tll.y i;~f.~:-in-:-, 
3. r .. -~el v~ry 3~1 t-consc Lens ir: put·lic. 
a. SolvE- f;tri1.~· nn~.~ jah p: ... nhJ.~rs by C0r1ir:ccrin>~ (ns.;;crti~P" ;;.ntbo~i~y). 
5. nisli.kc S.'1Vi:H"'; ~oncy, th:?y J.i!~\2 i.O Sf'l~UC. i.t (unt·Fl~cly, S.CJ.fisirly). 
6a Le:;s intcr~~t~,..l i;1 r€!1·!:::-ioP. 
7 • r.~;1~t'T'!S~t~ fer t\~~"!.:- \·:•~e:-:n~s:::e3 ~ .. ;! !·:rsinp: ~~n::ion:1lly ri:i. Stt:nt: ,,r:d 
r=itt e'~ori t~Ti 3-r:. 
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Az-e y~,u 2~~ttin~ :le..-~lonr.:r c:iun~ f1!';.)71lcita in you:..· r~l~~::lcr~.:=hir? f.n:J~·:::r 
t:~ue o:: f~lse to each cp!~~i:icn 1-:t thi~ qu:!.z, d-avi.:;~d ,. . ;i:::1 t'!":~ 1~::2~[) of 
P.SY~ho:!.o~:·' pro2e:;:;o·c r?..:lph ITup1':.a ol California St:tt.~ t":::!.":.r~:. .. si~y, Lon::'; 
13aach: 
1. If n:y lc .. 'J·er urse ~s ,~ hy flirtin~ with ~cr.Gone, I al~.:u;::; t!:y to 
e"!ien the SC:)!:'eo 
2. ! o:Ct~n feel ! c.culd7t 7 t a:::!.st tJithc~J·i: my nEit~. 
4. I ~cn 1 t !M~~i~~ I'll ~ver h~ve a =elatior.sni~ as geed as sc~e I've · 
se-a:1. 
! 'r1 at-Jn7 f~~r •:-ry :~:.:;·.::~ f.-::::- ~!\7 
tt;,,:ttt ~-~~·:1t: ~~/~i~~ :i.:1 up tv. 
o! 
'~ ! !!.1:2 tc :?.~'i:::: rtet7 ;;::·:~ t!i.al'! i:"! ~::cnt of riY 7a::-:::~!' t:l ~-:.~::':l hir-1/~~::~ 
itr:::!:'::!!\ c~ci • 
.• 
<'. ! Z2e~ d;ar,"L~so~ti \i~~!l 
~!::! O!if'OS:t ':,:.=; s,r::~. 
:-r..,~t of 
! de. 
and 
~=:Jc.i~,2;-;~:;~ .::o~:.~ ~ :_t::n3 z.\~L\ :toA op ~~h-i •u'3~qo.:.0. .:!nc .. ~ s:: 
-'~~:::'!-;~;,; Jd3u .. .:a.: ~~;:1.!~:;::;.:.:.:~ -~!:::1:10 :;;u~ :.:::.xn~~su; ~.:t:toz. :o1 ~u:: g--
.~, .. :u~ '3 3.:not_t 1;{; ~U1=3~.t'J:.: s-r-:~q .:·.3c.:-! ':l: ::.~·ti::a 
no&~ ou •·l";~lSt!~~:~:~= :.~c.~.~ :no;.i.3 :1~:s1~a~ 1tu1=:~ lOU ::..::,~C.l :6 putt '1-
i.;~tr..U:t =tO~ '-!OS~U~ 4\C"~ t!~ta ;::! .. \~tan:;=s 
at;.3/0tt S'2H ·z~~u .:n~"'~ :-;.sn.:l ~.U:)tJ no.-' •uct~'F:= a:;;.~s .:o.:r :g pua £-
0 .., ,·--~ 
.... ..t.-~ 
C'' 
·-·· 
,1. ~I..:'G:JOd~tJ 
•s::J.~.:~urn .. \ 
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FINANCE CASE STUDY 
Jim and Jan have dated for the past year and a haJJ and will get 
married in another month. The Fall trimester will begin three weeks after 
their wedding so they are busily making their financial plans. They have 
already opened a joint checking account at a local bank. In addition to 
going to college, jim. a Junior, will have a part time job as a teller and jan, 
also a Junior. will ·w·ork a few hours each week as a receptionist very near 
to the campus. Together they will have a take home pay of $950 per 
month. Their tuition and books will be paid for by scholarships and their 
parents but they must provide all other e:rpenses. 
They have a student apartment reserved and are trying to decide if 
they c:1n afford it or if they should make some other living arrangements. 
Her parents think they should look for a lesser e:rpensive apartment even 
if it is farther from the campus. but his parents have advised them to live 
in the student apartments. At the present. jim and jan prefer to live near 
the campus for convenience and to be near their friends. 
jim has worked and saved about $1000 and jan has about $450 in 
the bank. jim also has a total ·of $55 per month payments on a VISA 
account that will take him another ten months from now to pay off. jan 
also has $50 per month in payments on her VISA account that she brings 
into the marriage. jan has an older car that is paid for and has been well 
maintained and still runs well. They plan to sell jan's car. which is paid 
for. and which will bring about $750. On the advice of jim's father they 
plan to keep jim's car which is a two year old Trans Am. The monthly 
payments are $210 and 24 of them remain. It is a beautiful car and both 
of them consider it their main investment. 
jim and jan are also trying to make some decisions concerning their 
finances. The following are some of the decisions they are dealing with. 
One. should they go to the expense of health insurance? Two. do they need 
to purchase life insurance at this point? Three, once they get the VISA 
accounts paid should they close both of them to avoid the temptation of 
further spending? Four. What would be the best use of the money they 
have saved? Five. both sets of parents have offered advice on their 
finances and they are not sure what they should do. 
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Name----------- !l) = --------- Section __ 
Contribution to God 
PROPOSED BUDGET 
(.-\11 :l.re monthly :l.mountsl 
Furnished Apa.rtment (includes utilities) 
Groceries 
Cu.r Payment 
Car Operational Expenses 
Car Insura.nce (full CiJYerage) 
Payments on ~heir VISA Accounts 
Health Insurance 
Life lnsur;~.nce (on b.usband age 20) 
Enteruin:ne::l.~ 
Persona.! Spendin; ~.1oney Ci Two=) 
Miscella.neous (ha.ir cuts. emergencies, etc.l 
JFrit.e ia ·oAnr. if;-ou omit :Ja it.em. TOTAL 
__ 1. What should they do about a place to live? 
a.. Follow the advice of Jan's parents. 
b. Follow the a.dvice of Jim's parents. 
c. St:l.y ":Vith their original plan. 
d. Look for a. lesser e:rpensive apartment 
__ Z. What should be done with the Sl4.'50 the two of them have saved ? 
a.. Pay off debts. 
b. Savings 
c. Pay on the Tra.ns Am 
d. Buy some furniture 
e. Jan should use her money how she prefers and jim should use his 
money !low he prefers. 
3. Should Jim and jan purchase health insurance at the beginning? 
a. Yes b. ~o 
c. Later when they can best afford it. 
i. Should they purchase life insurance a.t this time? 
a. Yes b. No 
5. Should they l;:eep the VISA account? 
a. Yes b. No 
c. Yes. but do not use it 
6. Wh:1t should they do about :1 c:tr ? 
a.. [ee;l the Trans Am and sell Jan's car. 
b. Sell the Trans Am :1nd keep jan's car. 
c. Sell both c:~.rs :1nd buy another car midway between the ~wo. 
i. Should they open :1 passbook savings :Lecount? 
3.. Yes b. ~o 
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CITRISTIAN fAMILY 
C~e Study " 2 
Sherry, Jim and Joan 
Two years ago, Jim and Sherry began dating. Jim recalls being attracted to Sherry 
because she really needed him in a way thai no other girl ever had. He felt that he 
'l.'as important to her. He also enjoyed taking care of her car and helping her with her 
personal finances. HoweYer. after about eight months of dating, they broke up. Jim 
~ays that the break up wa.s by mutual consent and becau~e neither of them wa.s very 
happy in the relationship the last five months. He does admit that he took the 
initiative in breaking up with Sherry, but that she did not protest his action. In 
retrospect. Jim feels that Sherry was not very mature and leaned on him too much. He 
says. howeYer. that the two of them are still friends and that he occassionally still getS 
a call from her asking for help with something. 
Jim did not date anybody for nearly two months after he broke up with Sherry. 
Even during this time he and Sherry saw each other several times though they never 
went out. Most of their relation during this time centered on ··counseling" her about 
her parents, f\lture school plans. and how she wa.s going to become fully independent. 
Then Jim st.>rted dating Joan. [t wa.s "strictly friends at first." Jim recalls, I liked 
Joan but I just wa.s not ready for anything serious. Our relationship developed more 
slowly than the previous one. but it was also much more fun. They are comfort.>ble 
with each other most of the time because they share in common the most important 
thing:; 
But ~ven though it has been over a year since Jim and Sherry broke up. she still is 
in the picture for him because she calls him about once every si:t weeks as she always 
ha.s. Joan has become increasingly unhappy with this pr:tctice to the point that after 
more than a year of it she and Jim have had a couple of arguments over Sherry. Jim 
insists that he has no feelings for Sherry, that he only feels some responsibility to 
help her He is not sure whether Sherry has romantic feelings for him. Joan now 
finds it difficult to believe that Jim has no feeHngs for Sherry. Joan has said to Jim 
many times. "If you don't feel anything for her anymore. then why don't you !eave 
her alone to take care of her own problems?" 
Jim admits that he cannot turn loo:;e of Sherry but he really wants to and actually 
feels nothing more than responsibility to help her. He insists that he feels nothing 
romantic for her 
l. poes Sherry still love Jim? (yes or nn) 
2. Does jim still love Sherry? (yes or no) 
3. Analyze and e:tplaiu the ··connection" or relation between Jim and Sherry at. the 
present 
4 Ones Joan hav~ a ~olid ba::is for her concerns' Why? 
'i Analvze lim and !nan:; n!l:ui.,n r, th'-!ir rel:1tinn ;~ ~ealth;: nr :tnheaithy nne? 
l]iv.: ~o:\:o::rai re;t~i.'ll; for your .l.tbll.'.:!' 
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APPENDIXB 
RESPONDENTS' BACKGROUND IN FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION 
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FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION BACKGROUND DATA: 
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS 
Experience Frequency Percent 
Experimental Group 
High School Family Course 11 14.5 
Christian Family Course in College 5 6.6 
Sociology Family Course in College 12 15.8 
Home Economics Family Course in College 5 6.6 
Marriage and Family Course at Church 25 32.9 
Marriage and Family Seminar 9 11.8 
Extensive Reading 7 9.2 
Control Group 
High School Family Course 6 23.1 
Christian Family Course in College 12 46.2 
Sociology Family Course in College 6 23.1 
Home Economics Family Course in College 4 15.4 
Marriage and Family Course at Church 13 50.0 
Marriage and Family Seminar 5 19.2 
Extensive Reading 6 23.1 
APPENDIXC 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR MALES 
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MALE 
**ID# Age __ _ 
---------
Classification 
---
Marriage Status: 
Single Married Divorced --~ ---
Dating Status: 
Not dating ___ ~Dating several girls __ _ 
Dating one girl, but not seriously ___ Dating steady __ _ 
Engaged __ _ 
**Although your ID Number appears at the top of this form, this is for bookkeeping 
purposes only and your identity will remain anonymous. 
Check~ response that applies to you: 
I have had marriage/family instruction in the following way(s): (Indicate courses now 
enrolled in as well.) 
--~Family course in high school 
___ Christian Family course in college --semester/year __ _ 
___ Sociology family course in college --semester/year __ _ 
--~Horne Economics family course in college --semester/year __ _ 
--~Marriage/Family course at church --semester/year __ _ 
--~Marriage/Family seminar --year __ _ 
___ Extensive reading on marriage/family topics 
__ Other (specify) 
Following is a list of 67 statements, with five possible responses each. These 
statements are designed to measure~ own feelings as of .!Qd.u. There are no right or 
wrong answers, so be as honest with yourself as possible as you respond to each 
statement. Do not discuss the statements or responses with anyone else. If you do not 
totally understand a statement, just interpret it the best you can and respond to it from your 
own interpretation. PLEASE WORK ALONE. 
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Read each statement carefully and then respond by circling the response that most 
nearly approximates how well prepared you feel~ regarding that statement. The five 
possible responses are: 
VU -- very unprepared 
U --unprepared 
N -- neither prepared nor unprepared 
P -- prepared 
VP -- very prepared 
Remember, please circle only ~response for ~ statement. 
Concerning the relationship with my future wife, I feel I am (VU) very unprepared, 
(U) unprepared, (N) neither prepared or unprepared, (P) prepared, (VP) very prepared in the 
following: 
R~g,din~ss EQr Marital CQmp~t~n~~ Index 
1. Promoting a feeling of security in her. vu u N p VP 
2. Expressing my affection for her. vu u N p VP 
3. Showing my admiration for her. vu u N p VP 
4. Satisfying her desire for affection. vu u N p VP 
5. Showing her that I evaluate her highly. vu u N p VP 
6. Helping her to feel that she is an attractive vu u N p VP 
person. 
7. Showing my confidence in her. vu u N p VP 
8. Letting her know I feel emotionally close vu u N p VP 
to her. 
9. Letting her know that I believe we have vu u N p VP 
a common purpose in life. 
10. Helping her to achieve her potential to vu u N p VP 
become what she is capable of becoming. 
11. Bringing out the "best" qualities in her. vu u N p VP 
12. Helping her become a more interesting person. vu u N p VP 
13. Helping her to see himself more positively. vu u N p VP 
14. Helping her to increase her circle of friends. vu u N p VP 
15. Helping her to improve the quality of her vu u N p VP 
interpersonal relationships outside marriage. 
16. Helping her to improve her personality. vu u N p VP 
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17. Helping her to act according to her beliefs vu u N p VP 
rather than simply "following the crowd." 
18. Helping her to have confidence in himself. vu u N p VP 
19. Being a good listener when she talks to me. vu u N p VP 
20. Encouraging her when she is discouraged. vu u N p VP 
21. Seeing things from her point of view. vu u N p VP 
22. Being considerate of her feelings. vu u N p VP 
23. Showing her that I understand what she vu u N p VP 
wants to achieve in life. 
24. Respecting her wishes when making vu u N p VP 
important decisions. 
25. Accepting disagreement from her. vu u N p VP 
26. Accepting her differentness. vu u N p VP 
27. A voiding habits which annoy her. vu u N p VP 
28. Expressing my disagreement with her vu u N p VP 
honestly and openly. 
29. Letting her know how I really feel about vu u N p VP 
something. 
30. Helping her to express her feelings to me. vu u N p VP 
31. Letting her know about my expectations vu u N p VP 
in life. 
32. Seeing beyond what she says and being vu u N p VP 
aware of her true feelings when her feelings 
are different from her words. 
33. Being aware that what she says may not always vu u N p VP 
indicate how she really feels about something. 
34. When she is angry at me trying to understand vu u N p VP 
why she is angry. 
35. Being observant as to whether she has vu u N p VP 
understood correctly the meaning of the 
message I have communicated to her. 
36. When I am troubled, letting her know vu u N p VP 
what is bothering me. 
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Marital Preparedness Instrument 
1. Child care (feeding, clothing, discipline, etc.) vu u N p VP 
2. Reproduction or child bearing vu u N p VP 
3. Food preparation vu u N p VP 
4. Budgeting family income vu u N p VP 
5. Buying clothes, food, household goods vu u N p VP 
6. Home care; e.g. domestic chores such as .YU u N p VP 
minor carpentry or ironing 
7. Recreation and leisure time pursuits vu u N p VP 
8. Sexual intercourse, physical aspects vu u N p VP 
9. Sexual intercourse, mental attitudes vu u N p VP 
10. Intellectual pursuits vu u N p VP 
11. Vocational readiness, job preparedness vu u N p VP 
12. A philosophy of life vu u N p VP 
13. Dealing with illness, diseases, handicaps vu u N p VP 
14. Being able to provide an adequate income vu u N p VP 
15. Adjustment to a higher income vu u N p VP 
16. Adjustment to a lower income vu u N p VP 
17. Affection giving and receiving vu u N p VP 
18. Courtship practices, dating, necking, etc. vu u N p VP 
19. Living with another person vu u N p VP 
20. Living with a person of the opposite sex vu u N p VP 
21. Making new friendships vu u N p VP 
22. Maintaining friendships vu u N p VP 
23. Resolving inter-personal conflicts vu u N p VP 
24. Adaptability to new people vu u N p VP 
25. Religious beliefs regarding marriage vu u N p VP 
26. Breaking or reducing parental ties vu u N p VP 
27. Planning long range goals vu u N p VP 
28. Maintaining a lasting marital relationship vu u N p VP 
29. Ability to accept another's conventionality vu u N p VP 
(manners, personal habits, etc.) 
30. Geographic mobility (moving to and living vu u N p VP 
in an area or region with which you have 
had little experience 
31. Marriage as a whole vu u N p VP 
APPENDIXD 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT FOR FEMALES 
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FEMALE 
**ID# Age __ _ 
-----------
Classification 
·---
Marriage Status: 
Single Married ___ Divorced __ _ 
Dating Status: 
Not dating, ___ Dating several guys __ _ 
Dating one guy, but not seriously ____ Dating steady __ _ 
Engaged __ _ 
**Although your ID Number appears at the top of this form, this is for bookkeeping 
purposes only and your identity will remain anonymous. 
Check~ response that applies to you: 
I have had marriage/family instruction in the following way(s): (Indicate courses now 
enrolled in as well.) 
__ ....:Family course in high school 
___ Christian Family course in college ---semester/year ______ __ 
___ Sociology family course in college ---semester/year ______ _ 
__ _;Home Economics family course in college ---semester/year ______ __ 
__ _:Marriage/Family course at church ---semester/year ______ __ 
---'Marriage/Family seminar ---year __ _ 
___ Extensive reading on marriage/family topics 
__ Other (specify) 
Following is a list of 67 statements, with five possible responses each. These 
statements are designed to measure nnn: own feelings as of~. There are no right or 
wrong answers, so be as honest with yourself as possible as you respond to each 
statement. Do not discuss the statements or responses with anyone else. If you do not 
totally understand a statement, just interpret it the best you can and respond to it from your 
own interpretation. PLEASE WORK ALONE. 
/ 
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Read each statement carefully and then respond by circling the response that most 
nearly approximates how well prepared you feel today regarding that statement. The five 
possible responses are: 
VU -- very unprepared 
U -- unprepared 
N -- neither prepared nor unprepared 
P -- prepared 
VP -- very prepared 
Remember, please circle only~ response for~ statement. 
Concerning the relationship with my future husband, I feel I am (VU) very 
unprepared, (U) unprepared, (N) neither prepared or unprepared, (P) prepared, 
(VP) very prepared in the following: 
R~adin~ss FQr Marital Com12~ten~~ Ind~x 
1. Promoting a feeling of security in him. vu u N 
2. Expressing my affection for him. vu u N 
3. Showing my admiration for him. vu u N 
4. Satisfying his desire for affection. vu u N 
5. Showing him that I evaluate him highly. vu u N 
6. Helping him to feel that he is an attractive vu u N 
person. 
7. Showing my confidence in him. vu u N 
8. Letting him know I feel emotionally close vu u N 
to him. 
9. Letting him know that I believe we have vu u N 
a common purpose in life. 
10. Helping him to achieve his potential to vu ,u N 
become what he is capable of becoming. 
11. Bringing out the "best" qualities in him. vu u N 
12. Helping him become a more interesting person. vu u N 
13. Helping him to see himself more positively. vu u N 
14. Helping him to increase his circle of friends. vu u N 
15. Helping him to improve the quality of his vu u N 
interpersonal relationships outside marriage. 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
p VP 
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16. Helping him to improve his personality. vu u N p VP 
17. Helping him to act according to his beliefs vu u N p VP 
rather than simply "following the crowd." 
18. Helping him to have confidence in himself. vu u N p VP 
19. Being a good listener when he talks to me. vu u N p VP 
20. Encouraging him when he is discouraged. vu u N p VP 
21. Seeing things from his point of view. vu u N p VP 
22. Being considerate of his feelings. vu u N p VP 
23. Showing him that I understand what he vu u N p VP 
wants to achieve in life. 
24. Respecting his wishes when making vu u N p VP 
important decisions. 
25. Accepting disagreement from him. vu u N p VP 
26. Accepting his differentness. vu u N p VP 
27. A voiding habits which annoy him. vu u N p VP 
28. Expressing my disagreement with him vu u N p VP 
honestly and openly. 
29. Letting him know how I really feel about vu u N p VP 
something. 
30. Helping him to express his feelings to me. vu u N p VP 
31. Letting him know about my expectations vu u N p VP 
in life. 
32. Seeing beyond what he says and being vu u N p VP 
aware of his true feelings when his feelings 
are different from his words. 
33. Being aware that what he says may not always vu u N p VP 
indicate how he really feels about something. 
34. When he is angry at me trying to understand vu u N p VP 
why he is angry. 
35. Being observant as to whether he has vu u N p VP 
understood correctly the meaning of the 
message I have communicated to him. 
36. When I am troubled, letting him know vu u N p VP 
what is bothering me. 
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Marital Pr~:par~dn~ss Instrum~nt 
1. Child care (feeding, clothing, discipline, etc.) vu u N p VP 
2. Reproduction or child bearing vu u N p VP 
3. Food preparation vu u N p VP 
4. Budgeting family income vu u N p VP 
5. Buying clothes, food, household goods vu u N p VP 
6. Home care; e.g. domestic chores such as vu u N p VP 
minor carpentry or ironing 
7. Recreation and leisure time pursuits vu u N p VP 
8. Sexual intercourse, physical aspects vu u N p VP 
9. Sexual intercourse, mental attitudes vu u N p VP 
10. Intellectual pursuits vu u N p VP 
11. Vocational readiness, job preparedness vu u N p VP 
12. A philosophy of life vu u N p VP 
13. Dealing with illness, diseases, handicaps vu u N p VP 
14. Being able to provide an adequate income vu u N p VP 
15. Adjustment to a higher income vu u N p VP 
16. Adjustment to a lower income vu u N p VP 
17. Affection giving and receiving vu u N p VP 
18. Courtship practices, dating, necking, etc. vu u N p VP 
19. Living with another person vu u N p VP 
20. Living with a person of the opposite sex vu u N p VP 
21. Making new friendships vu u N p VP 
22. Maintaining friendships vu u N p VP 
23. Resolving inter-personal conflicts vu u N p VP 
24. Adaptability to new people vu u N p VP 
25. Religious beliefs regarding marriage vu u N p VP 
26. Breaking or reducing parental ties vu u N p VP 
27. Planning long range goals vu u N p VP 
28. Maintaining a lasting marital relationship vu u N p VP 
29. Ability to accept another's conventionality vu U. N p VP 
(manners, personal habits, etc.) 
30. Geographic mobility (moving to and living vu u N p VP 
in an area or region with which you have 
had little experience 
31. Marriage as a whole vu u N p VP 
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INDNIDUAL PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCORES: 
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
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INDIVIDUAL PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCORES: 
Student Number 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP 
(N = 76) 
Pre score Postscore 
258 269 
218 270 
284 317 
231 257 
232 263 
191 252 
216 237 
267 265 
245 255 
231 230 
272 277 
252 275 
195 234 
258 285 
239 271 
237 280 
212 250 
228 246 
287 272 
244 263 
199 201 
222 242 
242 264 
252 278 
243 267 
188 217 
245 249 
215 201 
259 273 
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Difference 
11 
52 
33 
26 
31 
61 
21 
-2 
10 
-1 
5 
23 
39 
27 
32 
43 
38 
18 
-15 
19 
2 
20 
22 
26 
24 
29 
4 
-14 
14 
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Student Number Pre score Postscore Difference 
30 300 315 15 
31 255 282 27 
32 267 244 -23 
33 230 244 14 
34 274 288 14 
35 275 301 26 
36 247 257 10 
37 245 260 15 
38 173 256 83 
39 238 264 26 
40 214 290 76 
41 248 253 5 
42 189 235 46 
43 259 278 19 
44 213 236 23 
45 223 236 13 
46 259 235 -24 
47 225 263 38 
48 223 242 19 
49 314 320 6 
50 213 249 36 
51 202 306 104 
52 269 273 4 
53 286 292 6 
54 230 255 25 
55 275 304 29 
56 332 355 22 
57 256 294 38 
58 259 273 14 
59 266 248 -18 
60 242 274 32 
61 260 274 14 
62 257 267 10 
137 
Student Number Pre score Postscore Difference 
63 257 253 -4 
64 232 259 27 
65 214 199 -15 
66 233 256 23 
67 213 229 16 
68 240 265 25 
69 267 293 26 
70 213 265 52 
71 254 238 -16 
72 268 290 22 
73 245 253 8 
74 234 301 67 
75 236 273 37 
76 263 259 -4 
NOTE: Minimum possible score -- 66 
Maximum possible score-- 330 
APPENDIXF 
INDIVIDUAL PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCORES: 
CONTROL GROUP 
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INDIVIDUAL PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCORES: 
Student Number 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
CONTROL GROUP 
(N = 26) 
Prescore 
250 
300 
276 
257 
275 
310 
205 
230 
236 
227 
234 
219 
234 
258 
251 
305 
259 
238 
270 
221 
245 
260 
282 
261 
256 
234 
NOTE: Minimum possible score -- 66 
Maximum possible score -- 330 
Postscore 
247 
282 
251 
257 
288 
310 
217 
236 
262 
236 
232 
249 
244 
284 
235 
287 
247 
251 
299 
232 
253 
264 
279 
271 
259 
233 
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Difference 
-3 
-18 
-25 
0 
13 
0 
12 
6 
26 
9 
-2 
30 
10 
26 
-16 
-18 
-12 
13 
29 
11 
8 
4 
-3 
10 
3 
-1 
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